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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study was to attempt to clarify the role 
expectations held for the cooperative special education director in the 
State of North Dakota as perceived by public school superintendents, 
public school special education teachers, and public school special 
education directors.
A three section questionnaire was constructed by the author.
The first two sections asked the respondent to rank in order of impor­
tance seven role performances and six personal characteristics commonly 
associated with the role of the cooperative special education director. 
The third section asked the respondent to complete twenty forced choice 
questions dealing with typical administrative problem situations the 
cooperative special education director may face.
The questionnaire was sent to thirty public school superinten­
dents, thirty public school special education teachers, and all twenty- 
two public school special education directors in the State of North 
Dakota.
Analysis of data was completed by considering one comparison.
Do public school special education directors, public school superinten­
dents, and public school special education teachers in North Dakota 
agree on expectations for the cooperative special education director? 
The comparison was made for each section of the questionnaire. The
xiv
comparison was tested statistically by the use of Scheffe's test of 
one-way analysis.
A review of literature and related research plus the analysis of 
the data were used in the author's conclusions and recommendations. The 
conclusions were presented in three parts.
Conclusions for Part A
1. There was a significant difference in the ranking of curriculum 
and instruction as a task performance area of the cooperative special 
education director.
2. There was a significant difference in the ranking of finance as 
a task performance area of the cooperative special education director.
3. There was a significant difference in the ranking of superinten­
dent relationships as a task performance area of the cooperative special 
education director.
4. Personnel was the top ranked task in the composite of task per­
formance rankings. Curriculum followed in second position. On the 
other end of the spectrum, legislative responsibility was sixth and 
research and continued study was ranked seventh.
Conclusions for Part B
1. Task-related characteristics was the top rank in the composite 
of personal characteristics rankings. Personality was second and intel­
lectual ability third. On the other end of the spectrum, social back­
ground was fifth and physical characteristics sixth.
2. The composite rank order suggests three task areas, task-related 
characteristics, personality, and intellectual abili:y, had relatively
high rankings across all groups of respondents. Similarly two task 
areas, physical characteristics and social background, had generally low 
rankings across all three groups of respondents.
Conclusions for Part C
Conclusions were reached for each of twenty-two selected admin­
istrative situations. These conclusions dealt with the proper course of 
action for the cooperative special education director to follow in 
selected situations.
Recommendations
1. Additional research should be done on the position of coopera­
tive special education administration in North Dakota and throughout the 
United States.
2. Cooperative boards should be made aware of the wide range of 
expectations held for and the complex tasks of the cooperative director 
and provide the director with support.
3. Cooperative directors need to make a self-assessment of their 
utilization of time on the job.
4. Graduate school programs in special education administration and 
in-service programs for special education directors should emphasize the 
unique role of the cooperative special education director.
5. The Department of Public Instruction and institutions of higher 
education in North Dakota should consider a much mor>i extensive service 
of staff development and certification renewal activities for special 
education directors.
6. The North Dakota Association of School Administrators and the 
Department of Public Instruction in North Dakota should consider
xvi
a series of seminars which will bring regular school administrators and 
special education administrators together to consider role expectations 
of the other.
7. Graduate schools should establish courses of study which will 
specifically meet the needs of future and practicing special education 
administrators and which inform other administrators in training about 
role expectations of special education administrators.
8. Special education administrators need to make an honest self- 
assessment of their abilities and interests. They need to ask them­
selves if they possess the flexibility to function in this multi-faceted 
position.
9. Cooperative or County Boards in North Dakota, when hiring a 
cooperative special education director, should emphasize personal char­
acteristics of task-related characteristics, personality, and intellec­
tual ability and should be less concerned with social background and 
physical characteristics. They should look for a person who possesses 
knowledge, understanding, and ability to handle administrative responsi­
bility in personnel, curriculum, finance, and research.
10. Certification requirements for the special education administra­
tor in North Dakota should be reviewed.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY
As a professional field, special education is relatively new.
The infancy stage of the profession was conceived in the early nine­
teenth century by a handful of European and American pioneers who 
proved that children with handicaps were capable of learning and of 
being taught. The rate of growth in the United States continued at a 
slow but steady pace up until the year 1970. In 1970, Public Law 91- 
230, known as the "Education of the Handicapped Act," combined and 
expanded previously passed legislation into one codified entity ("Educa­
tion of the Handicapped," 1976). The impact of P.L. 91-230 on the con­
tinuing development of special education was not nearly as significant, 
however, as was the force of P.L. 93-380, the "Education Amendments of 
1974" ("Education of the Handicapped," 1976). In turn, P.L. 93-390 was 
s)gnificantly broadened by the "Education for All Handicapped Children 
Act of 1975." In the process of framing this Act, the United States Con­
gress pointed out that about one-half of the nation's eight million han­
dicapped children did not receive any appropriate education, and about a 
million are excluded from the public school system entirely (Goodman, 
1976). The enactment of P.L. 94-142, "Education for All Handicapped 
Children Act," and fiscal year 1978 implementation of the Act, impacted 
schools in every part of the nation. The individual fifty states were
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called upon to carry out the implementation process because the Federal 
Government stated that, "We cannot tackle it properly because we do not 
have the resources" ("Education of the Handicapped," 1976, p. 30). The 
states in turn expected the individual school districts to provide the 
services legislated by P.L. 94-142. Many districts were unable to pro­
vide many of the services to qualified children because of, among other 
things, a lack of resources. Increased resources and new forms of coop­
eration were required to relate to the new requirements. Often, spe­
cial education cooperatives were "created" so that districts could share 
resources.
In the State of North Dakota, the special education director of 
each individual cooperative or multi-district structure is responsible 
for the implementation of special education legislation. Part of the 
implementation process calls for a coordinated working relationship 
among all personnel involved directly or indirectly with special educa­
tion. There are a number of functions, relationships, and understand­
ings which are crucial for such a relationship to be effective. This 
study was concerned with the function served by the role of the coopera­
tive special education director in the State of North Dakota.
The cooperative special education director faces diverse expec­
tations from many groups both in and out of the realm of the public edu­
cational setting. Special education and regular teachers, students, 
parents, professional organizations, special interest groups, school 
administration, and state and federal departments all have their own 
expectations for the cooperative special education director. Moreover, 
the cooperative special education director belongs to a developing
professional group which has its own perception of appropriate role 
expectations. The cooperative special education director must develop 
and maintain a working relationship with the district superintendent 
and special education teachers. Certainly, these are among the most 
important constituents of the cooperative special education director.
The school superintendent is the manager of the district in which the 
cooperative director operates the special education program and it is 
critical that each of the two administrators understand the role and 
requirements of the other. The special education teachers also must 
understand the role of the cooperative special education director 
because the director manages the very programs in which the teachers 
teach. The cooperative director's ability to correctly perceive, influ­
ence, and work with the expectations of the school superintendent and 
the special education teachers is critical in determining the direc­
tor's potential to meet those expectations.
It is desirable for the cooperative special education directors 
to have expectations of their own for the position of administrator of 
cooperative special education programs. The director should be able to 
clearly state a perception of what the expectations are for the role 
that is to be served. The personal expectations need not be "carved in 
stone," but they should be consistent with the director's personal phi­
losophy and the functions of the position. Therefore, the cooperative 
director will need to be able to clearly define an individual philosophy.
The ability of the cooperative special education director to cor­
rectly define personal role expectations and those of the school super­
intendent and special education teacher is very important. So too, the
ability of the school superintendent and special education teacher to 
clearly define their expectations and to correctly perceive the expecta­
tions for the cooperative special education director is equally impor­
tant. If compromise and agreement on role expectations for the coopera­
tive director can be reached by mutual agreement by these three individ­
ual positions, the chances for a mutually satisfying and productive work 
environment could be predicted.
The majority of school districts in the State of North Dakota 
are served by a special education cooperative. This cooperative type of 
organization compensates for sparsity but is not as conducive to personal 
contact as would an "in-house" type of district where the special educa­
tion director would be responsible only for one district. However, most 
of the districts are small enough so that there is not the central 
office staff and other professional administrators which the cooperative 
special education director must work with and through.
Typically, the cooperative director works directly with all 
school superintendents and special education personnel of districts 
within the cooperative boundaries. Because of this visibility, the 
cooperative director is afforded the opportunity to directly affect most 
aspects of the special education program in the cooperative. In theory, 
the opportunity to furnish direct leadership exists in this type of 
structure. From this premise, the following questions can be asked: To 
what degree do the cooperative special education directors themselves 
feel they should be involved in the leadership of all of the many educa­
tional functions of the districts in the cooperative they serve? To 
what degree do the school superintendents of the individual districts
within the cooperatives expect the cooperative director to be involved 
in all the special education functions of the cooperative? To what 
degree do the attitudes held by the special education teachers who them­
selves are not in an administrative position but who in fact are directly 
affected by the actions of the cooperative special education director 
affect the special education administrative processes? What do the spe­
cial education teachers view as priorities in special education program 
administration? To what degree do the superintendents, teachers, and 
directors agree on what tasks and personal attributes they feel are 
important for the cooperative special education director to possess?
Perhaps, if answers to the above questions and a number of other 
questions could be provided or agreed, the effectiveness of the coopera­
tive special education director and consequently the effectiveness of 
the entire special education program could be clarified and enhanced.
For these reasons, the expectations for the cooperative special educa­
tion director in the State of North Dakota as perceived by school super­
intendents, special education teachers, and special education directors 
were to be investigated in this study.
The Purpose and Procedures
The purpose of this study was to attempt to clarify the role 
expectations held for the cooperative special education director in the 
State of North Dakota as perceived by public school superintendents, 
public school special education teachers, and public school special
education directors.
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A three section questionnaire was constructed by the author.
The first two sections asked the respondent to rank in order of impor­
tance seven role performances and then six personal characteristics 
commonly associated with the role of the cooperative special education 
director. The third section asked the respondent to complete twenty 
forced choice questions dealing with typical administrative problem sit­
uations the cooperative special education director may face. Particu­
larly helpful in providing content material for the questionnaire were 
the writer's readings from Blessing (1969), Connor (1961), Gearheart
(1974) , Kohl and Marro (1971), Kirk (1972), and Weatherman and Earpaz
(1975) .
The questionnaire was sent to thirty public school superin­
tendents, thirty public school special education teachers, and all 
twenty-two public school special education directors in the State of 
North Dakota.
The analysis of the data was completed by considering one com­
parison. Do public school superintendents, public school special educa­
tion directors, and public school special education teachers agree with 
each other on the role expectations for the cooperative special educa­
tion director? The comparison was made on the data gathered from all 
three sections of the questionnaire.
The analysis of the data was used to describe areas of agreement 
and disagreement on the role expectations for the cooperative special 
education director in the State of North Dakota as perceived by school 
superintendents, special education teachers, and special education 
directors. Believed particularly pertinent were areas wherein
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discrepancies and disagreements were found. Recommendations were devel­
oped on the basis of these findings. Hoped for were findings which 
would assist in clarifying the role and perhaps influence the content 
of leadership and staff development activities by and for cooperative 
special education directors.
Research Questions and Hypotheses
The research questions and hypotheses for this study were divided 
into three sections. They were:
Section A. A research question and one subsequent hypothesis 
relating to the analysis of data for the ranking of seven role perfor­
mances of the cooperative special education director.
Section B. A research question and one subsequent hypothesis 
relating to the analysis of data for the ranking of six personal charac­
teristics of the cooperative special education director.
Section C. A research question and one subsequent null hypoth­
esis relating to the analysis of responses to administrative situations 
as posed by twenty selected questions.
Section A; Research Question 
and Null Hypothesis
Research Question A . Do public school special education direc­
tors, public school superintendents, and public school special education 
teachers in North Dakota agree on the relative importance of seven role 
performances related to the position of cooperative special education
director?
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Null Hypothesis A . There is no significant difference among the 
expectations for the role performances of the cooperative special educa­
tion director held by school superintendents, special education direc­
tors and special education teachers in North Dakota.
Section B: Research Question 
and Null Hypothesis
Research Question B . Do public school special education direc­
tors, public school superintendents, and public school special education 
teachers in North Dakota agree on the relative importance of six per­
sonal characteristics related to the position of cooperative special 
education director?
Null Hypothesis B . There is no significant difference among the 
expectations for personal characteristics of the cooperative special 
education director held by school superintendents, special education 
directors, and special education teachers in North Dakota.
Section C: Research Question 
and Null Hypothesis
Research Question C. Do public school special education direc­
tors, public school superintendents, and public school special education 
teachers in North Dakota agree on the proper course of action for the 
cooperative special education director to follow in administrative situ­
ations as posed by twenty selected questions?
Null Hypothesis C . There is no significant difference among the 
expectations held by school superintendents, special education directors,
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and special education teachers in North Dakota for the proper course of 
action for the cooperative special education director to follow in 
administrative situations as posed by twenty selected questions.
Definition of Terms
For the purpose of this study, several terms are defined below.
1. Special Education Cooperative Director. A special education 
cooperative director is an administrator who serves more than one dis­
trict and who is hired by a cooperative board or boards.
2. Special Education Cooperative. A special education cooperative 
is any combination of districts who together plan and utilize special 
education services including the professional services of a director.
3. Special Education Cooperative Board. A special education coop­
erative board is any elected or appointed group of people who are 
responsible for the hiring, evaluating, and contract termination of a 
cooperative special education director, and/or who are responsible for 
assuring that special education services are available to all children 
who qualify for such services.
4. Special Education Teacher. A special education teacher will 
include all certified public school special education personnel, in a 
teaching capacity, who are directly responsible to the cooperative spe­
cial education director. This would include the following personnel: 
workstudy coordinators/teachers, teachers of educable mentally handi­
capped children, teachers of children with specific learning disabili­
ties, teachers of emotionally disturbed children, Speech Pathologists,
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teachers of gifted and talented children, teachers of hearing impaired 
children, and teachers of visually impaired children.
Significance of the Study
The information derived from this study should be of interest 
and importance to a number of groups directly related to the area of 
special education administration.
1. Special education directors and/or future special education 
directors— The results of this study should help clarify expectations 
these particular people presently are or will be facing. It should also 
provide a way to compare an individual's role with a consensual role.
2. Special education area coordinators— -The results of this study 
should assist this group of people in gaining insight into what the 
special education director as well as special education teachers view 
as the role of the cooperative special education director. From this 
insight they might assist in developing a better working relationship 
between director and teacher.
3. Special education instructional personnel— This study should 
allow the personnel who work directly under the administration of the 
cooperative special education director an opportunity to obtain an 
understanding of and appreciation for the role of the cooperative spe­
cial education director.
4. School superintendents— The results of this study should give 
this group added insight into the expectations cooperative special edu­
cation directors hold for themselves as well as the expectations of 
other superintendents throughout the state.
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5. Graduate schools and departments of special education instruc­
tion and administration— Careful evaluation of this study by this par­
ticular group should give them an insight into the areas to emphasize 
in training special education administrators. In the same manner, it 
could also be utilized by those training special education teachers in 
preparing them to work with directors.
6. State Department of Public Instruction, Division of Special Edu­
cation— This study should provide pertinent information to these offi­
cials in terms of expected behaviors of cooperative special education 
directors and how state leaders can assist the cooperative directors in 
meeting those expectations. So too, these officials could use the 
information to assist them in deciding future requirements for certifi­
cation of, and the content of, staff development activities for coopera­
tive special education directors.
7. Area cooperative board— The information from this study could 
assist this group in their working relationship with the special educa­
tion director they employ to serve the cooperative. Insight into how 
special education directors across the state view their own roles could 
assist them in understanding the administrative task of the director.
8. Professional organizations such as the North Dakota Association 
of Special Education Directors (NDASED) and the National Association of 
Special Education Directors (NASED)— When these groups and organizations 
plan in-service programs for their membership, the results of this study 
should provide them with insights into administrative areas that need 
attention if only because discrepancies in expectations exist.
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Likely there are other groups and organizations who may be 
interested in the results of this study. Perhaps they, too, would be 
able to apply these results to their areas of interest and need.
Organization of the Study
Chapter II included a historical perspective on the development 
and growth of special education and the subsequent development of the 
position of special education director. It also examined the develop­
ment and growth of the special education cooperative and the cooperative 
director. Described in Chapter III were methods of selecting the sample, 
a description of the instrument used, data collection procedures, and the 
manner in which the data were analyzed. The presentation of the ana­
lyzed data was included in Chapter IV. The final chapter, Chapter V, 
included the conclusions based upon the analysis of the data, limita­
tions of the study, recommendations, and a summary.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
It was interesting to note that reviews of the research in spe­
cial education administration often begin with a discussion of the lim­
ited amount of specific research studies. More often than not, they 
conclude with a cry for more research (Voelker & Mullen, 1963; Willen- 
berg, 1966).
There were a number of reasons why knowledge about administra­
tive problems and roles in special education administration was sparse. 
This sparsity of data was highlighted in a study by Chalfant and Hender­
son (1968) which revealed four factors that contributed to the condition 
of research scarcity. Chief among these factors is the fact that "ad­
ministrative research" has not yet been clearly defined. Willenberg 
(1966) supports this conclusion by indicating that there is still no 
clear theoretical basis for the administration of special education at 
the federal, state, and local levels.
The overlap and interrelatedness of administrative problems in 
special education is the second factor which Chalfant and Henderson dis­
cussed. Administrators at the local, county, state, regional, and 
national levels were all dealing with many similar or identical kinds of 




The third reason for the lack of research which Chalfant and 
Henderson discussed was that problems of an administrative nature had 
traditionally received a lower research priority than other areas of 
education. In addition, the number of handicapped children served and 
the number of school systems providing services had increased over 200 
percent from 1948 to 1963 (Mackie, 1965). In 1948, the special educa­
tion classes in the United States enrolled a population of 442,000; by 
1963, the number increased to 1,666,000 (Mackie, 1965) and by the 1975- 
76 school year, 4,310,000 (est.) handicapped children were enrolled in 
the public school systems of the United States ("Education of the Handi­
capped," 1976). One consequence of this rapid increase was the absorp­
tion of much of the time and attention of administrative work itself, 
with research activities accorded a lower priority.
The fourth factor which Chalfant and Henderson (1968) referred 
to was the idea that the average administrator has little or no train­
ing in research design or techniques. In studying the training of 
directors of special education programs, Milazzo and Blessing (1964) 
argued that future directors should be prepared to conduct research. A 
personal review by this writer of various selected curricula for train­
ing special education administrators indicated that very little or no 
opportunity for training in research techniques was offered. This per­
ception of scarcity was also supported in a study done by Wisland and 
Vaughan (1964). The study demonstrated that administrators and super­
visors were concerned about their own lack of research ability.
Apparently and unfortunately, much literature wrhich has been 
developed in the area of special education administration appears in
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mimeograph form only. This writer had personal contact with two leaders 
in the field of special education administration who concurred with that 
judgement. In correspondence with B. R. Gearheart, Professor of Special 
Education and Rehabilitation at the University of Northern Colorado, he 
suggested that, "You may be hard pressed to find published research in 
this area." Thomas D. Marro, Associate, The Center for Cooperative 
Research with Schools, Pennsylvania State University, supports Dr. Gear- 
heart's statement by suggesting that, "Unfortunately, most research is 
unpublished."
In 1968, Chalfant and Henderson indicated that there was no spe­
cific journal or organization which systematically compiles and pub­
lishes information about administrative research in special education. 
Recently, the National Association of State Directors of Special Educa­
tion (NASDSE) has attempted to organize some type of systematic manner 
to report on research data. To date however, they have compiled very 
little information.
Kohl and Marro (1971) further emphasize the lack of research by 
indicating that there is a paucity of research pertaining to the role 
and function of the local administrator of special education. They con­
tinued by noting that Exceptional Child Abstract (April 1969, Vol. 1,
No. 1) contained over one hundred references with the description "Admin­
istrator." Unfortunately, only four articles dealt directly with the 
administrator role.
Kohl and Marro reported that the American Education Research 
Association has taken upon itself the responsibility of making an evalu­
ation of research in the area of education of exceptional children.
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These evaluations were to be published in The Review of Educational 
Research. Upon review of the contents of this publication, it was dif­
ficult for this writer to find many evaluations of research done in the 
area of special education administration. It is not clear whether the 
editor considered the research that had transpired in the preceding 
years to be of little value, or if the author felt that an evaluation 
of research in specific areas of exceptionality contained sufficient 
administrative and organizational aspects (Reynolds, 1969).
Based on an examination by this writer of the literature devoted 
to special education, including the last twelve issues of the Review of 
Educational Research, 1966-1978, it seemed fair to conclude that special 
education administration is very much an area lacking in published 
research material. Willower (1970, p. 591) reinforces the writer’s 
observations by suggesting that, "Special education administration 
research is something of a virgin untouched by the concern with organi­
zation theory, social systems, bureaucratization, etc. that have become 
so salient in the literature of general education administration, 
business and sociology."
Apparently then, research in special education administration is 
neither extensive nor sophisticated; nevertheless, special education as 
4 field had a rich research tradition and thus permitted the development 
of a context for the present study. This writer, then, organized this 
chapter around three main themes. The author first provided the reader 
with a brief overview of the historical development of special education 
and special education administration in general. Secondly, the reader 
was informed about the present status of special education and special
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education administration in general. The third and final section of 
this chapter dealt specifically with the special education cooperative 
and the administrator of the cooperative.
Historical Perspective of the Development of Special 
Education and the Position of Special 
Education Administrator
Special education programs serve exceptional children— by broad 
definition they are individuals who deviate from the norm, intellectu­
ally, physically, socially, or emotionally to such a degree that they 
require special instruction or modifications not found in the tradi­
tional school program (Cruickshank & Johnson, 1967; Kirk, 1972; and Kohl 
& Marro, 1971). Unfortunately, this has not always been the manner in 
which public education has dealt with exceptional children. The purpose 
of this section of Chapter II was to highlight the historical develop­
ment of special education and the position of the special education 
administrator. This was done by integrating these two themes and pre­
senting them in chronological stages of development.
The Commencement of 
Special Education
Special education, most often the title given to public educa­
tion of the exceptional child, is primarily a development of the twenti­
eth century (Duncan, 1975). Prior to 1900, special education provisions 
for the exceptional child were, for the most part, simply nonexistent.
One of the first references in which the term special education 
was used occurred in a speech given by Dr. Alexander Graham Bell to the 
National Education Convention in 1902 (Gearheart, 1974). Gearheart
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suggests that, to fully understand Dr. Bell's comments at this conven­
tion, one must refer to Dr. Bell's closing address at the N.E.A. meeting 
in 1898 at which time he pointed out the need for special educational 
instruction for exceptional children in these words:
Now, all that I have said in relation to the deaf would be 
equally advantageous to the blind and to the feeble minded. We 
have in the public school system a large body of ordinary children 
in the same community. We have there, children who cannot hear 
sufficiently well to profit by instruction in the public schools, 
and we have children who cannot see sufficiently well to profit by 
instruction in the public schools, and we have children who are 
undoubtedly backward in their mental development. Why shouldn't 
these children form an annex to the public school system, receiving 
special instruction from special teachers, who shall be able to 
give instruction to little children who are either deaf, blind, or 
mentally deficient, without sending them away from their homes or 
from the ordinary companions with whom they are associated? (Gear- 
heart, 1974, p. 3)
This address byr Dr. Bell stimulated the awareness and growth of special 
education in the United States.
During the early years of this century most exceptional children 
and youth were served in an institutional setting, a model which was 
derived from European countries. During the period from 1900 to 1930, 
public school classes for special students grew quite rapidly, but the 
most remarkable growth has been since 1930 (Gearheart, 1967). Part of 
this remarkable growth could be attributed to the first real commitment 
by the United States federal government toward the advancement of spe­
cial education. This commitment took the form of the establishment of 
the Section on Exceptional Children and Youth in the U. S. Office of 
Education in the year 1931. Gearheart (.1974) points out that this 
involvement was not the result of specific legislative or fiscal author­
ity, but provided the groundwork for the later establishment of the
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Division of Handicapped Children and Youth, and the Bureau of Education 
for the Handicapped.
The public special education day schools began to exist between 
1920 and 1930. Several factors contributed to their development. 
Cruickshank and Johnson (1967) state that such factors as: increased 
population, especially in the urban areas; the relative geographical 
isolation of institutions; the local rehabilitation of the handicapped 
veteran; and, a rededication to the principle of American democracy that 
"all children should be educated;" all aided in the special education 
day school development process. These early programs aided the physi­
cally handicapped, children with special health problems, educable men­
tally retarded, partially sighted, speech handicapped, and hard of hear­
ing (Mackie & Engel, 1956).
Special education programs were not entirely initiated in 
response to the needs of the "exceptional child" (Duncan, 1975). 
Christoplos and Renz (1969) suggested that special education programs 
began as an expedient measure to compensate the "normal" children who 
had been more or less adequately served by regular school programs but 
had been excluded from school for various reasons. Reynolds and Rosen 
(1976) alluded to the same idea as they indicated that parent movements 
pressured public schools to accept hitherto excluded children and there­
fore forced schools to initiate special education programs to avoid dis­
turbing the traditional and established public school system.
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Parent Involvement
Reynolds and Rosen (1976) stated that during the first half of 
the twentieth century, programs for the handicapped children were estab­
lished in local schools at the behest of parents and thus the community 
movement in special education began to develop. Innovative though the 
community program may have been, at times it was merely tolerated in 
the public schools. It must be understood that in those early days, the 
public schools were not prepared nor expected to serve all children at 
all grade levels. The purpose of schooling was conceptualized as that 
of preparing pupils to become contributing members of society. Children 
were expected to stay in school only long enough to acquire the skills 
they would need in order to contribute to society. Furthermore, Rey­
nolds and Rosen note that, although school attendance was mandatory for 
children, the schools were not mandated to provide educational service 
for all children, and thus unaccounted numbers of children were left 
unserved.
In spite of the problems with which parents of exceptional chil­
dren were confronted, they made slow but steady progress. Reynolds and 
Rosen suggest that parents who had long despaired over the lack of ser­
vices available in the public sector for the handicapped— especially the 
severely handicapped— children began to form categorically based organi­
zations which soon became national in scope, such as the National Asso­
ciation for Retarded Citizens (NARC). These orgarizations became and 
continued to develop into a powerful force for the maintenance and
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Improvement of special education services for exc 
schools and state institutions.
eptional children in
The Early Development and Role of 
the Special Education 
Administrator
During the early history of American special education, as indi­
vidual exceptional children were categorized for instruction or as they 
applied for admission to a public school program, the administration 
aspect of special education was introduced by local and state boards of 
education. Kohl and Marro (1971) reported that during the first three 
decades of the twentieth century, administrators of special education 
usually were drawn from the ranks of successful teachers, psychologists, 
and the medical profession. Connor (1961) states that local principals 
and state coordinators began to visit special education classes to 
improve the instruction techniques. Principals of residential schools 
usually combined supervisory with administrative functions. It was usu­
ally teachers who became the principals of residential schools and the 
public school administrators assumed the operation of special programs 
in large cities. Promotion to such overall positions was almost exclu­
sively "from within the ranks" of specialized teachers or interrelated 
medical or psychological personnel who developed particular affinity for 
children who were blind, deaf, or mentally handicapped (Connor, 1961).
Kohl and Marro (1971) found that the development of the position 
of special education administrator had in some ways emulated the devel­
opment of the position of the elementary principal which began as a 
supervisory teacher, then developed into a full time administrator.
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Many of the early special education administrators were involved with 
direct services to exceptional children before the position developed 
into its current administrative status.
The Impact of World War II
World War II changed much of America and special education was 
one aspect of the American way of life which was influenced a great 
deal (Cruickshank & Johnson, 1967). World War II increased the national 
focus on special education by making provisions for the education and 
rehabilitation of handicapped World War II veterans. Kohl and Marro 
(1971) suggested that the success of many of the special programs which 
were developed following World War II had a positive effect on the 
development of education for exceptional children in the local schools. 
Moreover, this period seemed to be a time when parents more readily and 
publicly acknowledged their handicapped children. Apparently, World War 
II was a watershed for special education as in the last four decades 
local school programs for special education have experienced a phenome­
nal growth.
Toward the end of the 1940s a number of states organized broad, 
public school programs to provide educational services for exceptional 
children. Parents stepped up their involvement and, according to Kohl 
and Marro, the involvement of parent groups, coupled with the help of 
special and general educators, gave special programs for the exceptional 
child a great impetus.
This movement was given more impetus during the 1950s when many 
states launched special "excess cost" funding programs for local schools
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which provided special education services. Even greater impetus was 
provided during the 1960s when federal government began its substantial 
support of research and training programs in the areas of exception­
ality and began to make direct grants to states and local school dis­
tricts for special education (Reynolds & Rosen, 1976).
With the advent of Sputnik, parents, educators, and legislators 
called for a marked increase in programming for the gifted. These pro­
grams were not always the responsibility of the special education pro­
gram (Newman, 1970). A great many, however, were developed in coopera­
tion between general educators and special educators. Special education 
generally was afforded some windfall of this concern for the gifted. 
Gearheart (1974) states that when the Soviet Union orbited Sputnik, the 
American became concerned overnight and regardless of the fact that this 
concern had less to do with the needs of children than with other needs 
(the national ego) of the United States, the concern was real just the 
same.
In the early 1960s, great attention was given the mentally 
retarded. President John F. Kennedy, in an informal statement on Octo­
ber 11, 1961, outlined the tremendous need in this area. The opening 
words in the President's statement exemplified the type of emphasis 
which the American society periodically places on one handicapped or 
another (Gearheart, 1974). The President said:
The manner in which our nation cares for its citizens and con­
serves its manpower resources is more than an index to its concern 
for the less fortunate. It is a key to the future. Both wisdom 
and humanity dictate a deep interest in the physically handicapped, 
the mentally ill, and the mentally retarded. Although we have made 
considerable progress in the treatment of physical handicaps, 
although we have attacked on a broad front the problems of mental 
illness, although we have made great strides in the. battle against
24
disease, we as a nation have too long postponed an intense search 
for the solutions to the problems of the mentally retarded. That 
failure should be corrected. (Gearheart, 1974, p. 4)
Connor (1964) reported that when President Kennedy signed the 
Mental Retardation Facilities Act in 1963 which granted in excess of 
fifty million dollars for the education of handicapped children and the 
consequent creation of the division of Handicapped Children and Youth in 
the U. S. Office of Education, special education became viable.
The fast developing special education programs of the 1950s and 
1960s were still based on a system of categorizing handicapped children 
and teaching them apart from the regular classroom classes in what were 
termed "contained classrooms." However, one significant change had 
taken place and that, according to Reynolds and Rosen (1976), meant for 
the first time many children with many different kinds of exceptionali­
ties were schooled in the same buildings at the same time and with 
regular students.
Summary of the Historical Development 
of Special Education and the Position 
of Special Education Administrator
Special education is a relatively new area in the field of edu­
cation. It was during a speech given by Dr. Alexander Graham Bell in 
1902 that one of the first references to the term special educa­
tion occurred. This speech provided the stimulus for the public aware­
ness and developmental growth of special education in the United States.
The early American manner of dealing with exceptional children 
was to place them in an institutional setting. At the turn of the cen­
tury, special education classes for the exceptional child in the public
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schools had begun to develop. It was around 1930 that a commitment to 
special education by the federal government stimulated a rapid growth in 
the availability of public education for the handicapped. Increased 
population, rehabilitation of handicapped veterans, and a renewed commit­
ment to the American democracy principle that "all children should be 
educated" also contributed to the growth of special education during the 
1930s.
Although the public felt a need to insure the education of the 
handicapped, other factors also contributed to the growth of special 
education. Parents of handicapped children began to insist that the 
public schools develop programs in special education. This effort was 
somewhat thwarted because schools were not mandated to provide educa­
tional services for all children and consequently, many handicapped 
children were left unserved. These concerned parents were persistent 
and began to form categorically based organizations which soon became 
national in scope.
As special education services became more numerous, a need for 
leadership at the local level became necessary. During the early his­
tory of American special education, it was usually a person in education 
or a related field who was interested in special education who assumed 
the responsibility of administering the special education program.
World War II had an influential impact on special education by 
increasing the national focus on the education and rehabilitation of 
handicapped veterans. Consequently, parents were more willing to pub­
licly acknowledge their handicapped children and therefore encouraged 
the public schools to further develop special education programs.
During the late 1940s, public school programs for exceptional 
children in the United States began to offer a wide spectrum of services. 
Parents and special educators became more involved in the development of 
special education services.
During the 1950s, many states provided special "excess cost" 
funding programs for local public schools which provided special ser­
vices. The 1960s witnessed a substantial increase in the amount of 
financial support that the federal government committed to research and 
training programs in the area of exceptionality. Special education 
received the benefit of the nation’s concern about education because of 
"Sputnik." The "gifted child" drew educator's attention during this 
time. John F. Kennedy solidified the nation's commitment to special 
education by signing the Mental Retardation Facilities Act of 1963.
This act not only made a financial commitment to special education but 
also created a division of Handicapped Children and Youth in the USOE.
The Present Status of Special Education 
and Special Education Administration
Reynolds and Rosen (1976) best describe the transition of spe­
cial education which took place by suggesting that because of the exper­
ience gained during the proliferation of special education classes in 
the twenty-five years following World War II, the field of special edu­
cation had shifted emphasis. Part of this shifted emphasis included the 
role of special education administration. The writer developed this 
section of Chapter II around the shifted emphasis in special education 
and administration. This shifted emphasis, oversimplified, included
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accelerated attention to and more appropriate services for handicapped 
people.
Role of the Federal Government
The federal government played an important role in the develop­
ment of this shifted emphasis in special education. However, it was the 
determined and steady work of the concerned parents of exceptional chil­
dren and teachers of special education which prodded the federal govern­
ment into legislative action (Gearheart, 1974; Kohl & Marro, 1971; and 
Reynolds & Rosen, 1976).
Kohl and Marro suggest that the two most important areas of 
federal funding were for the education of leadership personnel and the 
aid to the states through such laws as P.L. 85-926 as amended, P.L. 88- 
164, and the current P.L. 91-230. A summary of the major laws related 
to the handicapped may be found by reading Gearheart (1976, pp. 59-72).
The impact of federal legislation had never been greater and more 
positive than recently. At the 1976 meeting of the National Advisory 
Committee on the Handicapped (NACH), Goodman (1976) reported that in 
session after session Congress continued to strengthen the federal role 
in special education. Goodman continued by noting that during the pre­
ceding six years (1965-71) almost a dozen new bills directly concerned 
with special education— covering such matters as early childhood educa­
tion for the handicapped, the establishment of deaf and blind centers, 
regional resource centers for the handicapped, education provision for 
the gifted and talented, and many others— were signed into law. Also 
noted by Goodman was the fact that in 1970, P.L. 91-230, known as the
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Education of the Handicapped Act, was enacted. This law combined pre­
viously enacted legislation into one codified entity.
The groundwork then was laid for the landmark Education Amend­
ment of 1974, P.L. 93-380 ("Education of the Handicapped," 1976). This
law, among other things, required the fifty states to establish a
|
goal of providing full educational services to handicapped children by 
developing a plan setting forth how and when each state expected to
achieve that goal ("Education of the Handicapped," 1976). In 1975,
1
P.L. 94-142, the Education for all Handicapped Children Act, broadened 
P.L. 93-380 and called for, among other important things: the massive 
expansion of the authorized levels of the basic state grants program to 
an estimated annual rate of more than three billion dollars by 1982; a 
specific commitment of the federal government to all handicapped chil­
dren; and, established national policy which extended education of 
handicapped persons as a fundamental right ("Education of the Handi­
capped," 1976).
The magnitude of P.L. 94-142 was suggested by the scope of some 
of the challenges it set out to deal with. These challenges were stated
in the July 1976 issue of American Education. This issue suggests that
il
there were more than eight million handicapped children in the United
States whose speciajl education needs were not being fully met. One mil­
lion were excluded 'entirely from the public school system and many other 
handicapped childrejn were not having successful educational experiences
because their hand!caps were undetected. The issue concluded by sug­
gesting that the fundamental promise of P.L. 94-142 was that it would
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strengthen public education in general by strengthening what had been 
one of its weakest links.
Reynolds ahd Rosen (1976) suggested that the current emphasis 
was on negotiating a more integrated place for the handicapped children 
in both public schools and in communities under the idea of mainstream­
ing. This mainstreaming movement was suggested by a number of factors
which Reynolds and'Rosen discussed: the activities of the militant par-
I
ents' groups; the decrease in population growth; the cost of maintaining 
two parallel education systems; the political climate which had led to 
increased concern for children who are identified as handicapped and 
"disadvantaged;" a general disillusionment with the prospect of "curing" 
human ailments through ministration of specialists in clinical environ­
ments; technical developments in measurements and observation systems; 
and, value changes that emphasize "pay off" for the individual rather 
than an institution or society.
Attitudes Toward Special Education
All things considered, one could conclude there had been a rapid 
increase in commitment to special education in the United States. This 
change in attitude toward exceptional people contributed much toward the 
rapid expansion of opportunity for the exceptional person.
Historically, three stages in the development of attitudes toward 
the handicapped person would be recognized (Frampton & Gall, 1955).
First, during the pre-Christian age the handicapped were persecuted and 
neglected. They were protected and pitied during the second stage which 
was the age of the spread of Christianity. During very recent years,
the third stage had witnessed a movement toward accepting the handi­
capped and integrating them into society to the fullest extent possible.
Barbara Aiello, editor of Teaching Exceptional Children, noted 
in a 1976 article that Samuel Kirk perceived milestone events in special 
education along three dimensions. These three milestones were: the 
initial efforts which heightened public awareness; the development of 
public programs for the handicapped; and, the current stage of public 
awareness of the problems and talents of the handicapped.
One factor which added assistance for the development and 
strengthening of special services to exceptional people was the con­
solidation of school districts (Kohl & Marro, 1971) and the cooperative 
efforts of small districts toward advancing programs in special educa­
tion. This cooperative effort in special education and the administra­
tion of such cooperative efforts will be addressed later in this 
chapter.
Special Education Administration
During the expansion of special education in the public schools 
preceding 1930, the administration of special programs continued much as 
it had prior to 1930. Kohl and Marro (1971) suggest that many of the 
early special education administrators were involved with direct ser­
vices to exceptional children before the position developed into its 
current administrative status. In fact, some special education adminis­




The recent rapid expansion of services caused by the interven­
tion of the federal government legislative measures and the impact of 
pressures and demands from concerned parents' groups suggest that the 
administrators of such programs should be well schooled in leadership 
and administrative skills. In 1956, Mackie and Engel were awarded a 
study by the United States Office of Education (USOE), the main purpose 
of which was to create strong interest in the graduate training of 
administrators of special education. Kohl and Marro (1971) reported 
that little happened as a result of that study until almost a decade 
later. Willenberg (1964) supports Kohl and Marro by stating:
After more than a half century of public programs for excep­
tional children, there is still no single source of comprehensive 
information providing a rationale, structure, and process for the 
administration of special education programs. Colleges and uni­
versities are preparing leadership personnel without the basic tool 
of such instruction— a textbook on the subject. (Willenberg, 1964, 
p. 194)
According to Gearheart, (1967) prior to the 1950s there were 
actually no doctoral level programs to train administrators of special 
education. Gearheart states that there were individuals in special edu­
cation administration receiving the Ph.D. or Ed.D. degrees prior to the 
1950s but these degrees were primarily in the fields of education or 
educational psychology and the emphasis was on some sub-area of the 
field, with "perhaps" some limited training in administrative skills.
Around the late 1950s, federal fellowships in the area of spe­
cial education became a reality (Kohl & Marro, 1971). During the late 
1960s, the USOE, Bureau of Educational Personnel Development,established 
a series of leadership training institutes in special education (Rey­
nolds & Rosen, 1976). This federal involvement in the training of
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special education administrators was important to the area of special 
education. First of all, it demonstrated that special education admin­
istration was a national concern and secondly, it attempted to insure 
that special education would have competent professional leadership.
Gearheart (1967) refers to a number of reasons why strong, com­
petent local leadership is required in special education. The first 
reason was the newness of the field. To illustrate how relatively new 
the administrator position is, Kohl and Marro (1971) reported that the 
organization of special education administrators, the Council of Admin­
istrators of Special Education (CASE), was just slightly over twenty 
years old. They also noted that many of the early administrators of 
special education were still practicing in that capacity in 1971.
Another factor which Gearheart suggested in describing the need 
for "top-flight" leadership in special education was the lack of agree­
ment as to the boundaries of special education. Strong leadership is 
needed so that the special education program does not spiral in uncoor­
dinated directions thus' losing sight of its historical goals.
Thirdly, Gearheart reports that a study of the development of 
progress in special education on a state-by-state basis provided strong 
evidence that where there had been effective, competent leadership in a 
number of local systems and at the state level, the carryover effect to 
the rest of the state had been considerable. Gearheart concluded by 
emphasizing that good special education programming does not just hap­
pen, it requires good leadership.
Logically then, during the late 1950s and early 1960s, there were 
evidences of growing interest in the function of the special education
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administrator. Gearheart (1967) suggests seven indices which demon­
strated this growing interest:
1. There is, at the time of the completion of this text, one text 
in the area of special education administration.
2. There have been more articles pertaining to administration of 
special education in professional journals in the last five 
years than in the preceding fifty years.
3. There have been more pamphlets, reports, monographs, etc., in 
the last ten years, than in the preceding fifty years.
4. Dissertations relating directly to special education adminis­
tration have just begun to appear.
5. The Council of Administrators of Special Education (CASE) was 
affiliated with the Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) in 
1953.
6. Colleges and universities have attempted to develop special 
education programs in an almost desperate manner since about 
1958.
7. There has been an increase in the number of directors of spe­
cial education in the past five years which is proportionately 
greater than the increase in the general school population.
(pp. 68-69)
Kohl and Marro (1971) indicated that the advent of federal fund­
ing for training programs, an increase in services, enlargement of school 
districts, and the creation of a consortium of university professors 
training these administrators created a renewed focus on the training of 
the local special education administrator at the graduate level. In many 
cases, however, the training programs which universities and colleges 
offered did not meet the needs of special education administration. In 
1964, Milazzo and Blessing surveyed forty universities which included a 
program in special education administration. However, only eight of the 
forty programs provided students a sequence of general and special 
education administration courses and practicums. These administrative 
programs were not without further criticism. It had been indicated 
that the programs followed too closely techniques previously developed 
by trainers of general education administrators with little
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modification (Kohl & Marro, 1971) . In a recent critique, Willower 
(1970) stated that trainers of special education leadership had been 
too concerned with instructional materials, simulations., and internship 
factors instead of the development of theoretical perspectives related 
to social systems, teacher subculture, client control and management, 
organizational adaptions, and the maintenance of organizational stabil­
ity related to special education placements.
In spite of these criticisms, there was hope for improved pro­
grams for the training of special education leadership. The criticism 
itself could be addressed and developed into a constructive addition or 
modification to existing special education administration programs.
Kohl and Marro (1971) found that a new relationship between the Univer­
sity Council for Education Administration (UCEA) and the National Con­
sortium of Universities Preparing Administrators of Special Education 
should improve the development of both special education and general 
school administration.
There is no formula for the preparation of special education 
administrators. But if our preparation programs are to pay off, 
they must be highly sensitive to the general milieu in which spe­
cial education must take its place along with the other educa­
tional activities. (Willenberg, 1964, p. 36)
Kirk (1957), Gallagher (1959), Wiseland and Vaughan (1964), 
Connor (1966), Sage (1967), Henderson (1968), and Kohl and Marro (1971) 
all wrote about the training programs of special education administra­
tion and suggest directions which they felt would benefit the field of 
special education.
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The Role of the Special 
Education Administrator
The title of the person who administers programs for exceptional 
children took on a variety of forms (Connor, 1961; Kohl & Marro, 1971). 
Among the titles by which the special education administrator may be 
identified were: Director of Special Education; Administrator of Special 
Education; Supervisor of Special Education; Assistant Superintendent of 
Special Education; Director of Pupil Personnel Services; Cooperative 
Director of Special Education; Area Services Director; and other titles 
depending upon a number of factors which surrounded the job. Even 
though "Supervisor" may be used as an administrative title it is more 
often associated with one of the following job classifications: con­
sultant from the state department; supervisor of programs for handi­
capped in larger pities; and/or, area supervisor or coordinator in a 
cooperative setting. The titles given to both supervisors and adminis­
trators may vary considerably from state to state (Connor, 1961).
There appeared to be little relationship tietween the title and 
the administrative responsibility (Kohl & Marro, 1971). Essentially, 
the administrator is a staff person reporting to the chief school 
administrator or to an assistant superintendent. It was usually only 
in the larger administrative units that the special education adminis­
trator had line functions (Havighurst, 1964; Hodgson, 1964; Kohl &
Marro, 1971; Willenberg, 1964; Wyatt, 1968).
Willenberg (p. 194) suggested that, "After more than a half cen­
tury of public school programs for special children, there is still not 
a single source of complete information which provides a rationale,
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structure, and process for the administrator of special education pro­
grams." Willenberg does suggest the following functions as common to 
special education administrators in general:
1. To know and understand the nature and scope of programs and 
services.
2. To know and understand structure, organization, and relation­
ships of institutional services for exceptional children.
3. To know and understand the instrumentalities for program plan­
ning, development, and coordination.
4. To knew and understand provisions for recruitment, deployment, 
and inservice training of personnel.
5. To know and understand supervision of instruction including 
horizontal and vertical articulation of pupil personnel.
6. To know and understand financing of special education, prepara­
tion of budgets, and the control of expenditures.
7. To know and understand provisions of transportation, food, and 
other ancillary services.
8. To know and understand planning of facilities and use of sup­
plies and equipment.
9. To know and understand evaluation and interpretation of the 
special education program for purposes of pupil guidance and 
public information.
10. To know and understand areas of administrative research activ­
ity and application of research findings. (p. 195)
Blessing (1969) addressed the functions of the special education admin­
istrator in the following statement:
The function of the special education administrator . . .  is to 
bring forth achievement through diversity of human effort. Since 
special education itself is one of the most diverse fields of human 
endeavor, sound administration of the multi-faceted programs for the 
handicapped is both an art and a science. It is a science in that 
it requires the optimum utilization of both human and physical 
resources. The following of a systematic and methodical program, 
the testing of theory and structure against facts, and the changing 
of theory and structure when and where facts warrant. It is an art 
in its demand for the individual insight, creativity and innovation 
and in the sense that highly important skills and abilities can be 
learned only in the crucible of experience and not from administra­
tion courses and textbooks. The special education administrator 
cannot be a specialist in a single field of endeavor nor a genius 
isolated from the mainstream of thought and practice. (p. iii)
The job of the school special education administrator has been
defined as a triad of the person, the job, and the social setting
37
(Connor, 1961). Herrold and Hertz (1954) suggested that administrators 
are definable in terms of their physical, intellectual, and emo­
tional capacities and by their interaction with the job and the social 
setting. Wiles (1950) suggested that the administrator utilizes skills 
and attitudes in leadership, human relations, group process, personnel 
direction, and evaluation.
Since most special education administrators must report to the 
superintendent of schools, there are certain aspects of general admin­
istration challenges of which the special education director cannot be a 
part (Gearheart, 1967). However, the special education administrator 
does have areas of special challenge which at times could afford the 
administrator some feeling of uniqueness. A study by Newman (1970) 
found some of these administrative areas which afforded the special edu­
cation administrator special challenge:
1. To plan and provide adequate educational classes and services 
needed by individual districts.
2. To coordinate the various services that are available within 
the school and the community.
3. To formulate the structure through which communication will 
flow in all directions including communication within the school 
structure and with parents and community.
4. To assist in securing the necessary teaching and ancillary per­
sonnel for carrying out the process of special education.
5. To make the necessary decisions involving the educational pro­
cesses and to serve as the instructional leader.
6. To compile and complete the local and state accounting and 
reporting forms.
7. To assist in the fiscal planning and implementing of the funds 
for special education classes and services.
8. To conduct research to assist in determining the appropriateness 
and successes of the classes and services.
9. To bring about the dissemination of current research findings 
through appropriate inservice meetings, workshops, or other 
means of directly involving the special education personnel.
10. To continually evaluate the curricular approaches and the 
pupils' responses to these approaches and to evaluate the appro­
priateness of the special education personnel. (p. 524)
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All things considered, however, the everyday problems and func­
tions of the special education administrator had much in common with 
the general school administrator (Connor, 1961; Gearheart, 1967, 1974).
Kohl and Marro (1971) found in their reviews of research by 
Howe (1960), Sage (1967), and Sloat (1969) that there had been research 
to determine the role differences between the special education and gen­
eral education administrator. The research demonstrated a great deal of 
similarity in functions and role perceptions, but concluded that more 
studies were needed in that area before concrete conclusions could be 
made.
Yates (1976) reported that the General Special Education Con­
sortium, operating under the auspices of the University Council for 
Education Administration (UCEA), tested five assumptions regarding the 
relationships between general and special education administration. All 
five assumptions were judged to show a positive correlation between the 
two groups of administrators.
In attempting to define more specifically the typical duties of 
the special education administrator, certain factors tend to complicate 
the defining process. Kohl and Marro (1971, p. xi) state that "It is 
very difficult to define the typical duties of this leader since he is 
found in differing school district structures, differing administrative 
patterns, and has a variety of titles with little relationships to spe­
cific functions." Kohl and Marro concluded by noting research by Mackie 
and Engel (1956), Hodgson (1964), and Henderson (1968) which indicated 
that as school size varies, so often do the duties of the special educa­
tion administrator.
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In spite of the varying special education administrative set­
tings, attempts were made to describe commonalities of duties of the 
administrator (Connor, 1961; Gallagher, 1968; Newman, 1970; Selznick, 
1969; Wisland & Vaughan, 1964; and Wyatt, 1968).
In the 1961 study by Connor, the commonalities of duties were 
listed under three basic categories. The categories and duties are as 
follows:
I. Administrative Functions
1. Responsibilities for developing policies
2. Responsibilities for establishing special education programs
3. Responsibilities for placement of children
4. Responsibilities for schedules for special teachers
5. Responsibilities for completion of state forms
6. Responsibilities for pupil accounting and records
7. Responsibilities for teacher accounting
8. Responsibilities for transportation
9. Responsibilities for establishing channels of communication
10. Responsibilities for evaluation of personnel
11. Responsibilities for equipment and supplies
12. Responsibilities for planning and appraisal of the total 
program.
II. Supervisory Functions
1. Fostering professional growth
2. Evaluating personnel
3. Serving as a resource person




3. State personnel. (pp. 55-56)
An earlier study by Mackie and Engel (1956) described responsi­
bilities of special education administrators in more general terms. The 
list for the study was developed by a panel of special educators for the 
use in gathering information from special education directors and super­
visors in large cities (Kohl & Marro, 1971)'. The administrative respon­
sibilities are listed below, followed by the mean percent of working
time spent in those activities:
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1. Administrative duties (40%)
2. Supervisory duties (23%)
3. Inservice duties (6%)
4. Professional study and research (6%)
5. Public relations (11%)
6. Direct services to children (14%). (p. xii)
Having briefly examined the administrative functions which the 
special education administrator was responsible for, it seemed appropri­
ate to consider the specific areas of knowledge which were needed by the 
administrator to competently perform these functions. Kohl and Marro 
examined a report of areas of knowledge needed by the special education 
leader. This report was developed by the Council for Exceptional Chil­
dren (CEC) Professional Standards Report (1966) and stated that adminis­
trators needed knowledge in the following areas: the total educational 
process, organizational process, organizational factors, fiscal proce­
dures, personnel practices, public relations, school law, plant planning, 
research techniques, and a knowledge of professional responsibility.
Personal characteristics or attributes were still the basis of 
most expectations. Again, it is unfortunate that much research related 
to the special education administrator was unpublished (Kohl & Marro, 
1971). This lack of published research included studies concerning per­
sonal characteristics of special education administrators. However, 
since there was a great deal of similarity in the function and role per­
ceptions between the general and special education administrator (as 
suggested earlier), this writer suggested that, without too much adapta­
tion, the personal characteristics or attributes that are likely to be 
found in a good general school administrator could be easily applied to 
the special education administrator. Sanford (1976), in a quest similar 
to that of this writer, suggested Fowler (1962) as a source where the
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reader could find a dozen personal characteristics or attributes that 
are likely to be found in a good general administrator, in this case, a 
superintendent of schools.
General Guidelines for the Special 
Education Administrator
Harris (1975) suggested the following guidelines for the special 
education administrator to follow. The guidelines are as follows:
1. Develop specific policies and procedures for the daily opera­
tion of the special education and special services programs.
2. Have a systematic communication process with all individuals 
and agencies concerned with the special education program, 
including, but not limited to: personnel, general education 
staff, parents and media.
3. Keep the superintendent well informed about special education 
and special services programs.
4. Know the total school system and community operation, including 
the master teacher contract provisions, line and staff rela­
tionships, power structure in both the school and community, 
local and state organizational patterns and other relevant 
information.
5. Join a coalition of directors of special education to develop 
regular communication patterns with your counterparts.
6. Periodically evaluate your functioning and your priorities.
7. Arrange for periodic evaluation of all special education and 
special service programs.
8. Have written individual educational plans and written program 
goals.
9. Correlate wherever possible the special education and general 
education goals.
10. Deal honestly with all people, especially parents.
11. If you do not know the answer, say so.
12. If you have delegated a responsibility to another, follow 
through in appropriate referrals.
13. Encourage leadership and growth of all your staff, including 
both professional and nonprofessional personnel.
14. Be prompt in returning communications. Remember, silence is 
the highest form of scorn.
15. Uphold the dignity of all those with whom you relate.
16. Wherever possible, depend on personal face-to-face communica­
tions, and encourage your staff to do likewise.
17. Keep a well-balanced perspective of your role and see the 
humor in situations.
18. Remember, special education is not the answer to every problem.
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19. Provide a follow-up plan or referral for those individuals 
beyond school age who still require some intervention.
20. Make maximum use of all appropriate agencies in providing 
services to handicapped individuals.
21. Have faith in people and expect them to perform well.
22. View your program with pride and dissatisfaction, always seek­
ing to improve the quality of good services
23. Know your resources thoroughly, including both individuals and 
agencies.
24. Keep a good directed positive attitude.
25. Keep as your highest priority, the provision of the best qual­
ity programs and services for the handicapped. (pp. 82-83)
A Composite Picture of the Special 
Education Administrator
In 1971, Kohl and Marro conducted a nationwide study on the 
characteristics of the special education administrator. In the subse­
quent report the researchers attempted to draw a composite picture of a 
typical administrator of special education.
1. Personal Characteristics— The majority of the special education 
administrators were married males between the ages of 35 and 49. Prior 
to their first appointment to a special education administrative posi­
tion, a large number (40.9%) were less than 35 years old. These admin­
istrators entered the field of special education administration either 
because they considered administration especially important or they were 
encouraged to do so by others. Before their appointment to a special 
education administrative position, many held positions closely related 
to special education, such as school psychologists or specialized teach­
ers of mentally retarded children. A majority indicated that they cer­
tainly or probably would become a special education administrator again.
2. Professional Experiences— Although most administrators had ten 
to nineteen combined years of professional experience as a special
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education teacher, supervisor or administrator, they had averaged only 
one to three years experience as a special education administrator, 
experience confined more often than not to one school system. More 
than half of the administrators had studied for one year or more beyond 
the Master's degree. Most special education administrators held a regu­
lar administrative certificate, although a large percentage had special 
education administration certification. These administrators were most 
frequently associated with their local, state, and national education 
associations as well as the Council for Exceptional Children. Most 
administrators held a twelve month contract and were allowed three to 
four weeks vacation time, but had no special days allotted to attend 
workshops and professional meetings. The current salary at the time of 
the study was an average $14,687 per year. The typical special educa­
tion administrator was employed by a local school district having a 
total daily membership which ranged from 3,000 to 14,999 pupils. The 
average daily membership in the special education classes of which the 
majority were self contained usually ranged from 200 to 399 pupils.
3. Present Work Observations— Forty-five hours per week on the job 
and 7*2 additional hours per week in school-related activities was the 
average amount of time devoted to the job by the special education 
administrator. This time was almost equally distributed between direct 
services to exceptional children, clerical work, management oriented 
duties, and supervision and coordination of instruction and curriculum 
and program development although they felt that ideally more time should 
be devoted to supervision and coordination of instruction. They per­
ceived their role in improving supervision and instruction in special
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education by modifying and adapting the curriculum of the special educa­
tion program as vital. An overwhelming number felt that released time 
during school hours was important for school system in-service programs 
and that institutes and workshops were meaningful for professional 
growth. Most received total reimbursements when attending these meet­
ings. They viewed themselves as leaders who performed an important role 
in the development of policy for the educational system. Although none 
of the administrators were solely responsible for the budget, a majority 
prepared budget proposals and almost all were given an opportunity to 
explain and defend their plans. Most administrators had the opportunity 
to examine and recommend new staff members, but only a relatively small 
number (21.3%) had the authority to accept or reject candidates. Inter­
estingly enough, administrators were almost equally divided on the ques­
tion of allowing the professional staff to share in the selection of new 
personnel. A great deal more time was spent evaluating the performance 
of beginning teachers than in evaluating the performance of continuing 
teachers. More than half of the administrators had an assistant whose 
major function was to help with clerical duties and aid in program 
supervision. Many administrators had the services of full-time psychol­
ogist and program directors (an innovation in the past five years) and 
most had the services of part-time personnel such as school nurses. Not 
available, but sorely needed, were the services of a director of 
research. The majority of administrators worked closely with profes­
sional and lay, social or community agencies, and felt good community 
relations were best maintained through individual parent contracts. An 
average of four hours per week were devoted to lay organizations and
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community programs such as civic and service clubs or religious organi­
zations. The administrators felt that they were under increased pres­
sure as a result of the larger number of special education programs and 
the expectations of parents. The majority felt that continued federal 
aid was vital to the special education program as was the adoption of 
the practice or prescriptive teaching. A majority voiced the opinion 
that both special education resource rooms and research studies in spe­
cial education were extremely vital to help meet the present and future 
demands of the special education program.
Summary of the Present Status of 
Special Education and Special 
Education Administration
It was during the late 1960s and early 1970s that the emphasis 
in special education shifted. Prior to this time the special education 
classes were separate from the regular classrooms. Change took place 
when the emphasis was on "mainstreaming" the exceptional child into the 
regular classroom.
The federal government, encouraged by concerned parents and edu­
cators, played an important role in the shifted emphasis. The federal 
government began to provide funds for the training of special education 
leaders as well as financial help to the individual states through the 
passage of Public Laws such as 85-926 as amended, 88-164, and 91-230.
The impact of this federal aid was significant in the special education 
field. The federal government also provided guidelines for the individ­
ual states to follow during the implementation process of special 
services. The recent legislative Acts such as P.L. 93-380 and P.L.
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94-142 set forth a national policy regarding special education. Not 
only has the federal government become very involved in special educa­
tion but the attitude of the people of the United States has become more 
knowledgeable and sympathetic toward handicapped people.
The rapid expansion of special education services created a need 
for competent and knowledgeable administrators. Prior to the 1950s, 
little training was available for special education administrators. 
Because of the federal government involvement in establishing leadership 
training institutes in special education administration, the field 
became a national concern and competent professional leadership began 
to be a reality.
Commonality existed between general and special education admin­
istration. Any differences tended to be in the specificity of a given 
administrative setting.
The job of the special education administrator can be viewed as 
a triad of the leader, the led, and the situation. The interaction of 
these three variables dictated the challenges and responsibilities of 
each administrator. Therefore, it was difficult to specifically define 
the typical duties of the administrator because of such variables. Some 
efforts have been made to generalize typical duties into the following 
general areas of responsibilities: administrative functions; super­
visory functions; and coordinating functions.
Specific areas of knowledge which were needea by the administra­
tor to competently perform typical duties have also been developed and 
include: the total educational process, organizational process, organi­
zational factors, fiscal procedures, personnel practices, public
relations, school law, plant planning, research techniques, and a 
knowledge of professional responsibility.
The Historical and Present Status of the 
Special Education Cooperative and the 
Administrator of the Cooperative
The preceding sections of this chapter dealt with a review of 
special education and the special education administrator in general. 
This third and final section of this chapter will focus specifically on 
one area of the total special education field, the cooperative effort 
in special education.
The purpose of this section of Chapter II, then, was to high­
light the following aspects of cooperative special education: the his­
torical development of the cooperative; trends in the field of special 
education which could possibly lend themselves to a cooperative struc­
ture; the advantages the cooperative movement in special education; and, 
the administrator of the special education cooperative.
How and Why Cooperative 
Districts Began
The commencement of education in the United States was one-room 
schools which satisfactorily met the demands and needs of the early 
society. Moehlman (1940) and Gilland (1935) found that as the towns 
grew so did the schools. As the schools grew in size, the educational 
goals of the public schools grew. Gearheart (1974) reports that during 
the late 1940s, the fifties, and the early sixties, smaller schools 
across the nation were consolidated. Smaller schools very reluctantly 
yielded to the pressure of high unit costs; in many cases state
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legislation mandated consolidation. Gearheart suggests that there 
seemed to be something almost sacred about local control and even though 
a majority of the citizenry who entered the school consolidation battles 
were opposed to consolidation, the sound logic which supported larger 
school units generally prevailed. Kohl and Marro (1971) suggested that 
the consolidation of school districts advanced programs in special edu­
cation because the concentration of exceptional students into larger 
units made more visible the needs of those children who were not notice­
able because they were so few in number in the smaller districts; 
larger units generally afforded more specialized services which before 
consolidation were not present. Johns and Morphet (1975) reported that 
even though the number of school districts in the United States had been 
significantly reduced from approximately 127,000 in 1930 to about 16,500 
in 1974, further reductions and alternative structures should be con­
sidered. One of the alternatives which had been slowly developing into 
a viable and workable structure was the cooperative. The cooperative 
effort had been an outgrowth of many factors. Chief among these factors 
is the fact that for some specific purposes, larger educational units 
offered distinct advantages over the separate, smaller units (Gearheart, 
1974).
In the field of special education, the concept of the coopera­
tive is relatively new. Gearheart found that this concept did not 
develop at the same time throughout the United States. Probably the 
first resemblance of the cooperative district took place in New York in 
1948. Gearheart reports that the legislature authorized the formation 
of Boards of Cooperative Educational Services (BOCES) as a stop-gap
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measure to serve until the state could plan a more complex legislation 
to mandate intermediate districts which could cover the entire state.
The member districts of the BOCES had to participate in administrative 
costs, but participated and were billed for other services only as they 
requested and actually received them. The planned intermediate district 
legislation was dropped because the BOCES concept was so well accepted.
As noted earlier in this chapter, special education grew rapidly 
during the 1960s. Many districts, particularly small and rural dis­
tricts, found it increasingly difficult to meet demands of concerned 
parents and government legislation. The reasons that small and rural 
districts had difficulties providing adequately the services expected of 
them were quite obvious. The rural schools quite often had greater 
busing costs, higher shipping and purchasing costs for supplies, fre­
quently low tax support, often higher administrative and staff cost per 
pupil, and more often than not, a lack of time, personnel, and equipment 
(Gearheart, 1967; Nachatilo, 1977; Stephens, 1973). Lower numbers of 
students with handicapping conditions yielded higher unit costs.
As the legislative and parental pressure mounted in the 1960s 
and early 1970s, more and more states reviewed the concept of the coop­
erative as a possible alternative method to assist in the alleviation 
of the pressures which were confronting the individual districts. In the 
early 1960s several of the states initiated forms of cooperative struc­
tures. However, it wasn't until the very late 1960s and early 1970s 
that the cooperative special education structure became effective 
(Gearheart, 1974).
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Trends in the Field of Special 
Education
The most common stated goal of special education programs was 
meeting the needs of exceptional children whose needs cannot be ade­
quately met in the regular classroom (Baker, 1959; Cruickshank & John­
son, 1967; Dunn, 1963; Jordan, 1962; Kirk & Weiner, 1963). Addition­
ally, that goal was recently broadened by the emphasis on account­
ability. Holzberg (1975, p. 3) states, "In the future . . .  it is 
fairly clear that it will not be acceptable to blame poor home environ­
ment, lack of parental motivation or child motivation, deficient genetic 
structure, broken family, physical deficiencies, emotional abnormalities 
or any other conditions for lack of learning." Holzberg concluded that, 
"Teachers will be called upon to succeed with every child by means of a 
curriculum with which the child can interact and learn regardless of his 
deficiency."
Were all school districts adequately equipped with both quali­
fied personnel and adequate facilities to accomplish the goal of special 
education programs and accomplish the task of accountability? Research 
(Gearheart, 1974; Nachatilo, 1977; Stephens, 1973) indicated that small 
and rural districts could not affirmatively answer that question.
Kohl and Heller (1970) suggest four emerging trends in education 
which had great impact not only on education in general but also on 
special education. They are:
1. Each year the local school district is asked to assume responsi­
bility for an ever increasing array of services for students.
2. The focus of education is to reach an increasingly larger num­
ber of people with different backgrounds.
51
3. The desire for innovative programs and increased extra­
curricular activities.
4. The steady increase in cost of providing services to the 
students. (p. 34)
Corder (1969) suggested emerging trends would force school dis­
tricts to examine present delivery systems to see if in fact the excep­
tional children were receiving services which fit their needs:
1. Downward extension of classes and services to handicapped chil­
dren. More and more special educators and regular educators 
are realizing that if we are to appreciatively alter the intel­
lectual, emotional, and physical functioning of handicapped 
children, we must start earlier.
2. Upward extension— more and more special education will combine 
with vocational rehabilitation, vocational education, techni­
cal education and other agencies designed to properly evaluate 
and place the youngster on jobs.
3. There will be an influx of materials and equipment— some of 
these are good but many are poorly conceived and designed and 
are a waste of money.
4. There will be more definite evaluation and diagnosis by spe­
cialists who are trained in psycho-educational aspects of 
handicapping conditions.
5. Clinical approach to teaching— no longer will we regard these 
youngsters as homogeneous groups, but they are all different 
and will need a different approach to teaching,.
6. The trend will be away from special contained classes and 
toward a variety of placement with none of the static place­
ments .
7. The trend will be to keep more children at home and educate 
them in a public setting. As parents become more sophisticated 
and outspoken, they will demand that their kiddies remain at 
home and receive their education in public schools.
8. Regional centers for the blind, trainable, deaf-blind— more and 
more we will have to solve the transportation problems so that 
these children can be transported to centers for teaching.
9. Identification and training of children with learning diffi­
culties— authorities vary in their estimates of these children 
but somewhere between five and ten percent of the children in 
public schools will fall in this category with dysphasia, 
aphasia, agraphia, and other learning problems.
10. Total involvement including training of parents— a parent is 
totally and completely unprepared to raise a handicapped child.
11. More federal funds for a while and then a gradual decrease with 
local and state funds assuming the burden of finance.
12. Better evaluation of programs— as more and more federal and 
state funds are poured into the program, the burden of effi­
ciency will fall upon us.
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13. More emphasis on low Incidence groups— the recent epidemic of 
rubella will lead to an influx of children who have hearing and 
visual problems and other handicaps.
14. Advent of young people and a new breed of workers into the 
field of special education.
15. Increased programs of multiple handicapped— with advances in the 
medical field, more youngsters will be kept alive and will live 
a lot longer.
16. Programs for emotionally disturbed— summer programs for dis­
turbed children.
17. Increase in the training of the para-professional workers in 
special education.
18. Long range planning for five to ten year periods of time.
(pp. 10-12)
It is difficult to imagine how school districts, particularly 
small and rural districts, can meet the challenge of the emerging trends 
without some type of structural change in the delivery systems of spe­
cial education services.
Willower (1969, p. 103) suggested, "A public organization like 
the school, vulnerable in political terms and unable to demonstrate its 
effectiveness in an unambiguous way, faces special uncertainties and 
hence is apt to be marked by a variety of adapted structures. Conclu­
sions from a study by Hodgson (1964) indicated that there was no single 
form of administrative organization currently in operation for the spe­
cial education program.
The cooperative was an alternative for the school districts 
which found it difficult to meet the needs of exceptional children. 
However, the district must first admit that their present attempts to 
meet the needs of the exceptional child were not as adequate as it could
be.
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Advantages of Cooperative Structures 
in Special Education
"Animal School" was an article by George Reavis which dealt with 
animals who were required to learn activities which they were not physi­
ologically designed to accomplish. For example, snakes were required 
to fly and squirrels were required to swim. Quite often the handi­
capped child, Reavis suggests, was thrust into a very similar situation.
The youth is confronted with learning activities that are not 
suited to the need, or personal options that may be exercised. The 
student is frequently forced to either wait until the "legal drop­
out age" is attained or to initiate a situation where dismissal 
from school becomes necessary. At times, the situation is more 
apathetic in that the student is simply stored or contained within 
the institution until he may be transferred to another holding 
agent. These practices and this situation represent not only a 
tragic waste of human resources and a financial drain on the social 
institutions, but are a reprehensible act against the integrity and 
worth of the individual. (Centko, Baker & Dudash, 1971, p. 18)
The local school district had three major options when providing 
services for the handicapped. These options were as follows:
1. Utilize the resources or services that exist.
2. Provide new services through existing education channels.
3. Purchase or arrange for the purchase of services from outside
agencies. (Centko et al., 1971, p. 19)
Gearheart (1974) suggests a fourth option— the cooperative. There were 
a number of varied types of cooperative program organizational struc­
tures which were being utilized by school districts throughout the 
United States. The descriptions of these varied programs can be 
reviewed in the work of Lord and Isenberg, entitled, "Cooperative Pro­
grams in Special Education" (1964).
The United States Office of Education (USOE) implemented some 
projects with features which emphasize regionalization. Many were found
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under Title III. These projects proposed to be chiefly concerned with 
high level specialized educational procedures not found or not afforded 
in local, small, and rural settings. Some of the regionalized services 
were:
1. Highly trained itinerant specialists available to all districts.
2. Clinic and diagnostic services.
3. Development of instructional materials centers coupled with the 
trained professional with the ability to get the material out 
to the "firing line." This includes in-service for all educa­
tion teachers.
4. Development of regional vocational educational centers which 
could have a far reaching effect on handicapped children.
(Centko et al., 1971, p. 20)
Much can be said for the utilization of the cooperative effort
in an attempt to meet the needs of the exceptional child.
Perhaps never before in history has there been as much interest 
as presently exists for bringing about regional cooperation in edu­
cation. There are various types of regional cooperation programs 
now taking place across the country, and undoubtedly this practice 
will gain in importance. In essence, regional cooperation is the 
interaction among local school units to mutually provide a broader 
base for educational services and facilities which frequently are 
economically impossible for a single school district.. The degree 
of interaction encompasses the gamut of possible forms of coopera­
tion; ranging from individual schools working together to provide 
certain programs to metropolitan educational organizations under a 
county or regional school system, or perhaps an agency encompassing 
several counties and states approaching education from a regional 
perspective. (Kohl & Heller, 1970, p. ii)
Nachatilo (1977) indicated that research by Brittingham and 
Netusil (1974), Heesacker (1970), Kohl and Dupuis (1970) reinforces the 
idea that a definite trend for the cooperative effort in attempting to 
meet the demands of special education is taking place. At the same 
time, however, Lord and Isenberg (1964, p. 1) state, "The greatest bar­
rier to expanding programs and extending educational service programs 
in areas they are not provided . . . seems to be the unwillingness of 
those working at all levels in our state systems to acknowledge that the
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traditional local school district by local school district approach can­
not do the job." Beekman (1968, p. 20) states that change will even be 
more difficult to accomplish when he observed, "The trend of regional­
ization or need for it will not be brought about early in many states as 
small empires are hard to destroy."
Gearheart (1974, p. 112) suggested eleven trends which were tak­
ing place in the establishment and operation of educational cooperatives. 
He reminded the reader, "Because trends can only be verified as such 
after they occur, some of the following may have run their course." The 
eleven trends are as follows:
1. There is a definite increase in the establishment of various 
types of cooperative efforts.
2. There appears to be a broadening of function of cooperative 
educational agencies.
3. Formal cooperative arrangements are receiving more acceptance 
than informal, less structured arrangements.
4. Federal aid for specialized educational needs has been a sig­
nificant factor in the establishment of the cooperative.
5. Planners are beginning to ignore political boundaries in rec­
ommendations for establishment of various types of intermediate 
educational units, and the public is showing tentative accep­
tance.
6. The existence of larger geographic planning areas in relation 
to such functions as health planning and community colleges 
have provided workable boundary guidelines.
7. Separate taxing authority for cooperative units, a set propor­
tion of the local school district's budget, or some similar 
provision which assures a workable fiscal base is becoming an 
accepted philosophy in financing cooperatives.
8. Joint purchasing has been accepted as the only major way in 
which the cooperative can save the local district's money.
(Local districts are slowly accepting the fact that, except for 
joint purchasing, the function of the cooperative is to provide 
more or better services— neither of which saves money.)
9. Local educational units have accepted the cooperative as a 
means whereby they can jointly share risk-capital with other 
districts, to try out new and innovative ventures. This proce­
dure costs less, and in case of failure, it is the cooperative, 
not the local district which "failed."
10. In some instances, the existence of the cooperative provides an 
excuse for the local district administration to do nothing in
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an area where there should be local movement. The excuse that 
"other districts just won't pull their share of the load" is a 
convenient one.
11. In some states, after establishment of the cooperative struc­
ture, with certain functions enumerated in the enabling legis­
lation, state officials have conveniently overlooked prodding 
the local district to encourage it to play its proper role. 
State officials and legislators can (and do) use the existence 
of the cooperative and its theoretical capability, to postpone 
doing anything significant about the problems the cooperative 
were to attack. This applies directly in the case of education 
of the handicapped. (This is not a serious problem in any 
great segment of the nation as yet, but has appeared as a minor 
problem which must be carefully watched.) (pp. 112-113)
Kohl and Heller (1970) suggested that in many instances the 
cooperative may be a possible solution for a district which is not meet­
ing the needs of the exceptional child. They suggested several schools 
might cooperate and share in the establishment and maintenance of 
expanded or additional services; the broader financial base may be bet­
ter able to provide for consultant help, innovation*and research; and 
may provide a more effective and efficient means of providing services 
for students.
Gearheart (1974) suggested ten major characteristics or advan­
tages of the educational cooperative in special education. Gearheart 
noted that when considering these ten points, the reader should keep in 
mind that although all of these points may not be included in every 
cooperative, in total they indicate why the cooperative is becoming 
widely accepted. The ten points are:
1. Educational cooperatives are typically established to provide 
services requested by participating districts. Even when many 
of the programs and services they provide are mandated by state 
law, the local school district has the option of providing the 
service 6n a local basis, or arranging to have it provided 
through the cooperative.
2. For smaller school districts the cooperative may represent the 
most feasible way to utilize federal grant monies, which often
57
come in too small amounts to use effectively, except as com­
bined with funds of other districts. The cooperative district 
will often employ a federal aids administrator who relieves the 
local district of the time consuming task of preparing federal 
grant proposals, handling grant monies, etc.
3. Pooling of funds with other districts to provide greater pur­
chasing power may save significant amounts of money, due to 
obtaining lower bids on routine consumable items or equipment 
needs.
4. Larger units may make it possible to reduce the number of cer­
tain types of specialized supervisory personnel.
5. Larger units make it possible to employ specialized personnel 
where such employment would not be feasible in smaller school 
units.
6. Services such as data processing may be economical when pro­
vided for the larger educational unit, but not at all reason­
able for; the smaller, separate districts i
7. Specialized educational programs such as vocational-technical 
programs may be practical only with a relatively large student 
population base.
8. Services for handicapped and gifted children may be fiscally or 
programmatically impractical, especially for the low incidence 
handicapping conditions, without a very large student popula­
tion base.
9. The local school board tends to be kept very busy with more 
routine facets of the general school program. A cooperative 
district with its own school board can focus on the more spe­
cialized educational concerns of the cooperative, usually those 
which tend to take unusually large amounts of time.
10. Last, but perhaps most important to many at the local level, 
some of the more complex educational needs may be provided 
without facing the prospect of more consolidation. (pp. 83-84)
Ogden (1970) was more specific when listing the advantages of
the cooperative. He assisted the Colorado Department of Education in
the articulation of advantages of the cooperative for smaller and rural
districts. The advantages were stated as follows:
1. Reduced administrative cost— When several districts combine to 
form a total pupil enrollment of several thousand or more, the 
cost of a director can be justified. Such a person is in a 
position to direct and offer leadership for programs for handi­
capped children that could not otherwise be offered singly by 
the district. .
2. Supervision of all special areas— When several districts combine 
cooperative service, the program may become large enough to jus­
tify a specialist in specific areas of handicap to supervise 
programs.
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3. Itinerant program— Itinerant programs of any kind are especially 
adaptable to cooperative programs. Even smaller districts are 
apt to have one or more of the various kinds of physically 
handicapped children.
4. Speech correction— Speech correction is a type of itinerant pro­
gram and very suitable to cooperative efforts. A speech cor- 
rectionist may be easily justified when combined enrollment is 
from 1,500 to 2,500 children.
5. Evaluation and consultation services— While the services of a 
school psychologist and school social worker are not necessarily 
confined to special education, and the total cost of the ser­
vices is not reimbursable, their services do lend themselves 
very readily to cooperative programs. A ratio of one psycholo­
gist and one social worker to every 2,000 students is defensible.
6. Special classes— While special classes are more difficult to 
provide on a cooperative basis, the transportation and mainten­
ance provisions of the handicapped children’s law make them more 
feasible. (p. 43)
Erdman, Wyatt., and Heller (1970) find agreement with Ogden by 
suggesting that the small or rural school system can benefit by partici­
pating in a cooperative special education program. They suggested the 
following benefits: with the increased number of children involved, 
better grouping patterns are possible; administrators, supervisors, and 
consultants can be employed as they are needed; better facilities can be 
justified and continuity programs can be assured; the recruitment, place­
ment, and in-service training of teachers can be simplified and enhanced; 
and class loads can be better stabilized to promote economy of opera­
tion.
The Cooperative Director
Because the special education cooperative concept is relatively 
new, the position of cooperative administrator was also relatively new. 
The writer found very little information which dealt specifically with 
the role of the cooperative administrator. However, some states devel­
oped guidelines for the position of cooperative special education
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administrator. Birch (1968), Blessing (1969), McIntyre (1967), and 
Weatherman and Harpaz (1975) are sources of information regarding indi­
vidual states cooperative special education administrator role descrip­
tions .
Basically, the role of the cooperative special education admin­
istrator was the same as the regular special education administrator. 
Weatherman and Harpaz suggested that the role and responsibility of the 
cooperative director may vary from position to position because of such 
variables as differences in district needs, population size, kinds of 
people served, departmental organization in a school system, resources 
available, levels of involved competencies as well as characteristics 
and personalities of the director involved.
A cooperative director must be able to deal with budgets, trans­
portation, psychological evaluations, classroom supervision, referrals 
and placements, and curriculum development (Blessing, 1969). Blessing 
continued by stating, "In other words, at the present time, the total 
program is under the single person unless he is fortunate enough to have 
additional empiric supervisors on his staff" (p. 6).
Chapters IV and V will be dealing specifically with the role 
expectations of the cooperative special education administrator in North 
Dakota. It was the intention of the writer that by completing this 
study, it might be possible to add additional information to the paucity 
of published information regarding the cooperative administrator.
Summary of the Historical and Present 
Status of the Special Education 
Cooperative and the Administrator 
of the Cooperative
The concept of the special education cooperative is relatively 
new. It was about 1948 that the first cooperative effort in special 
education took place in the United States. Many factors contributed to 
the need for a cooperative structure. The idea that larger educational 
units offered distinct advantages over separate, smaller units was one 
of the more important contributing factors. It was the smaller and 
rural school districts which could receive the greatest benefit through 
the utilization of a cooperative structure in meeting the obligations of 
offering special education services to all handicapped children.
The implications of recent federal legislation and change in 
public attitudes toward handicapped people had placed a great deal of 
emphasis on providing education for every child regardless of the type 
of handicap. Legislative action mandated that all children would 
receive an education. Many school districts were ill-equipped to meet 
such a demand and therefore had to look at alternative ways to provide 
educational services for the handicapped. Accountability in education 
has also had impact in special education. School districts will be 
called upon to succeed with every child by providing the. child with a 
curriculum with which the child can interact and learn regardless of 
the handicap.
The cooperative structure, it was thought, could offer solutions 
to a number of problems confronting school districts which found them­
selves ill-equipped to meet the needs of the handicapped child. Each
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school district must first evaluate the present situation in their dis­
trict and decide if they are presently providing or will be able to pro­
vide all necessary special education services in the most feasible man­
ner possible. Upon the completion of such an evaluation, the district 
may then decide whether or not a cooperative special education structure 
could benefit the district and the children.
A number of varied cooperative structures were and are utilized 
by school districts in the United States. Many advantages were believed 
available through a cooperative effort. Chief among the advantages 
would be a broader base for educational services and facilities.
The cooperative director is so new to the area of special educa­
tion that very little research dealing specifically with the position 
has been conducted. Until more is known about the position, many coop­
erative special education administrative positions will be filled by 
personnel who possess attributes of the general special education 
administrator.
Section two of Chapter II introduced the reader to special edu­
cation in general and the administrator of the general special education 
field. Section three dealt specifically with the cooperative and the 
advantages it could afford certain school districts. This information 
was related to the findings in Chapter IV which dealt specifically with 




The purpose of this study was to attempt to clarify the role 
expectations for the cooperative special education director as perceived 
by public school superintendents, public school special education teach­
ers, and public school special education directors in the State of North 
Dakota.
Three research questions were asked in the analysis of the data. 
They were as follows:
Research Question A. Do public school special education direc­
tors, public school superintendents, and public school special edu­
cation teachers in North Dakota agree on the relative importance of 
seven role performances related to the position of cooperative 
special education director?
Research Question B. Do public school special education direc­
tors, public school superintendents, and public school special edu­
cation teachers in North Dakota agree on the relative importance of 
six personal characteristics related to the position of cooperative 
special education director?
Research Question C. Do public school special education direc­
tors, public school superintendents, and public school special edu­
cation teachers in North Dakota agree on the proper course of action 
for the cooperative special education director to follow in adminis­
trative situations as posed by twenty selected questions?
This section of the report describes the sample studied, the 
instrument used, procedures for data collection and scoring of the 




There were 308 public school districts operating schools in the 
State of North Dakota during the 1977-78 school year. There were 
twenty-two special education directors at the district or multi-district 
level in the State of North Dakota during the 1977-78 school year. In 
drawing the sample from these public school districts, it was determined 
to randomly select thirty public school superintendents, thirty public 
school special education teachers, and select all twenty-two special 
education directors. The school districts were alphabetized and num­
bered consecutively. A random selection was then drawn providing the 
desired thirty superintendents and thirty teachers. This provided a 
total sample of eighty-two.
Instrumentation
The instrument used in this study was constructed by the author. 
Considerable time was spent reviewing instrumentation possibilities. An 
extensive review of the literature was completed to select appropriate 
information for the instrument. Upon completion, the instrument was 
titled "Questionnaire: Cooperative Special Education Director" (a copy
of the instrument, reduced two steps, is contained in Appendix A).
In the first section of the instrument respondents were asked to 
rank seven role performances of the cooperative special education direc­
tor. The role performances chosen for this section of the question­
naire were selected because of their repeated mention in the literature 
as important tasks in the cooperative special education director's daily
r
responsibilities. They included curriculum and instruction, finance, 
legislative responsibility, personnel, public relations, research and 
continued professional study, and superintendent relationships.
The second section of the instrument was concerned with the per­
sonal characteristics considered important in a cooperative special edu­
cation director. The respondents were asked to rank six personal char­
acteristics in order of their importance. These personal characteristics 
included intellectual ability, personality, physical characteristics, 
social background, social characteristics, and task-related character­
istics .
The third section of the instrument consisted of twenty ques­
tions. Each question posed a problem situation in which a cooperative 
special education director might be involved. The situations were 
chosen for inclusion on the instrument because of their current nature 
and because there appeared to be some question of the proper course of 
action the cooperative special education director should follow in han­
dling them. The respondents chose from a five-response forced choice 
type of answer.
The two types of questions used in the instrument, the ranking 
list and five-response forced choice, were selected because of their 
adaptability to statistical study and because of the convenience they 
provided the respondent.
Data Collection
The data collection was completed entirely by mail. The instru­
ment was mailed directly to the superintendents, special education
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teachers, and special education directors randomly selected from the pub­
lic schools in the State of North Dakota. A personal letter to each of 
these participants explained the purpose and the procedures of the study 
(a copy of the letter is contained in Appendix B).
Also included in the mailing was a stamped self-addressed return 
envelope and a stamped self-addressed postcard (a copy of the postcard 
is contained in Appendix C). The envelope was for the participant’s use 
in returning the completed questionnaire. The postcard was simply to be 
signed and returned. Since the questionnaire insured anonymity, this 
signed postcard indicated to the researcher that an individual had com­
pleted the questionnaire and also insured that individual of receiving 
an abstract of the completed study.
Four days after the initial mailing of the questionnaire, a
postcard was sent to all participants reminding them to complete and 
return the questionnaire.
A second mailing, consisting of the same elements as the first, 
was made ten days after the first mailing to those who had not yet 
responded. The only change made was in the message of the personal let­
ter. This second letter (a copy of which is contained in Appendix E) 
stressed that every participant should complete and return the instru­
ment because it was crucial to the completion of the study that the 
researcher receive a 100 percent return.
Four days after the second mailing of the instrument, a postcard 
was sent to participants who had not yet responded, reminding them to 
complete and return the questionnaire.
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A third mailing, consisting of the same elements as the first, 
was made ten days after the second mailing to those who had not yet 
responded. The only change made was in the message of the personal let­
ter. This third letter stressed that there were only a very few of the 
participants who had not yet completed and returned the questionnaire, 
and it emphasized the desirability of a 100 percent return. (A copy of 
the letter is contained in Appendix F.)
Four days after the third mailing of the questionnaire, a post­
card was sent to participants who had not yet responded, reminding them 
to complete and return the questionnaire. This was followed two days 
later by a final mailing of a postcard to those who had not yet 
responded, again reminding them to complete and return the questionnaire.
Names and addresses of the special education directors and spe­
cial education teachers were obtained from the office of the North 
Dakota Director of Special Education in Bismarck, North Dakota. The 
names and addresses of the school superintendents were obtained from the 
office of the Bureau of Educational Research and Services, University of 
North Dakota, Grand Forks, North Dakota.
The questionnaires were color coded when they were printed.
School superintendents were sent blue questionnaires, special education 
directors were sent white questionnaires, and special education teachers 
were sent gold questionnaires. The purpose of the color code system was 
to facilitate categorizing the questionnaires by the researcher. It 
also assured the respondent anonymity because no need existed to sign 
the questionnaire for classification purposes.
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The responses to the completed questionnaires were given a 
scaled weighting for purposes of statistical analysis. The role per­
formance rankingsin the first part of the questionnaire were given the 
numerical weight of their individual ranking numbers; i.e., 1-7 with 1 
being most important. The personal characteristics rankings in the sec­
ond part of the questionnaire were given the numerical weight of their 
individual ranking; i.e., 1-6 with 1 being most important. The five- 
response forced choice administrative situations of the third part of 
the questionnaire were scaled from 1-5 with the scale being, always 
should = 1, probably should = 2, may or may not = 3, probably should 
not = 4, and never should = 5.
The scaled responses were key punched on computer cards and 
appropriate computer programs were selected to obtain the proper statis­
tical analysis of the data.
Data Analysis
Data analysis for the study was done in three parts as 
described below:
Part A. An analysis of the data for the ranking of the role 
performances of the cooperative special education director.
Part B. An analysis of the data for the ranking of the personal 
characteristics of the cooperative special education director.
Part C. An analysis of the responses to administrative situa­
tions as posed by twenty selected questions.
Each of the three parts of the data analysis was tested by the 
use of one null hypothesis. The one null hypothesis was the same for
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the three different parts of the analysis. The null hypothesis was: 
There was no significant difference between the expecta­
tions for the cooperative special education director held by 
school superintendents, special education directors, and spe­
cial education teachers in the State of North Dakota.
The statistical method used to test the null hypothesis for each 
of the three sections of the data analysis was Scheffe's one-way analy­
sis of variance. The Scheffe test was used because it uses a single 
range value for all comparisons, which is appropriate for examining all 
possible linear combinations of group means. Thus it is stricter than
other tests.
CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
The data reported in this chapter represent the responses of 82 
participants. Twenty-two (100%) of the special education directors 
elected to participate, thirty (100%) of the public school superin­
tendents elected to participate, and thirty (100%) of the public school 
special education teachers elected to participate in this study. An 
analysis of the data follows. Each of the three research questions was 
dealt with in a separate section of this chapter.
Research Question A. Do Public School Special Education 
Directors, Public School Superintendents, and Public 
School Special Education Teachers in North Dakota 
Agree on the Relative Importance of Seven Role 
Performances Related to the Position of 
Cooperative Special Education Director?
Participants in this study were asked to rank seven task perfor­
mance areas of the cooperative special education director in their order 
of importance from 1 to 7, with 1 being the most important area and 7 
being the least important area. The task performance areas were: cur­
riculum and instruction, finance, legislative responsibility, personnel, 
public relations, research and continued study, and superintendent 
relationships. This section presents the tallies of the rankings and 
the analysis of the data.
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One null hypothesis was tested on each of the seven task per­
formance areas ranked. The null hypothesis was:
Null Hypothesis A. There is no significant difference among the 
expectations for the role performances of the cooperative special educa­
tion director held by school superintendents, special education direc­
tors, and special education teachers in North Dakota.
The data analysis method used was Scheffe's one-way analysis of 
variance. The critical values with degrees of freedom (2;79) were alpha 
.05 > 3.11 and alpha .01 > 4.88.
The analysis of variance in Table 1 shows that there was a sig­
nificant difference at the .05 level among special education directors, 
superintendents, and special education teachers in their ranking of cur­
riculum and instruction as a task performance area of the cooperative 
special education director. Therefore, null hypothesis A was rejected. 
In the interpretation of the data, the reader will note that three 
directors, seven superintendents, and nine teachers ranked curriculum 
and instruction as the most important (1) task of the seven task perfor­
mances. Three directors, five superintendents, and nine teachers ranked 
this task as second (2) in importance while at the other end of the 
scale, two superintendents and none of the directors or teachers ranked 
this task as least important (7) of the seven task performances. The 
reader may use the same procedure for the interpretation of the remain­
ing six task performances which are located in Tables 2 through 7.
It was the special education teachers who, as a group, provided 
the lowest mean (2.43) for this task. Therefore, the teachers ranked 
this task higher in importance than did superintendents (3.00) or
TASK PERFORMANCE RANKINGS: HOW CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION AS A 
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Respondents 1 2 3
Rank
4 !j 6 7
Mean
Rank
Directors 3 3 3 6 :l 5 0 3.727
Superintendents 7 5 9 4 :l 1 2 3.000
Teachers 9 9 6 4 () 2 0 2.433
Directors, Superin­
tendents, Teachers 










Between 2 21.257 10.628 4.081*
Within 79 205.729
Total 81 226.987
*Significant at the .05 level
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3 4 i > 6 7
Mean
Rank
Directors 3 3 3 6 2! 5 0 3.727
Superintendents 7 5 9 4 2: l 2 3.000
Teachers 9 9 6 4 CI 2 0 2.433
Directors, Superin-
tendents, Teachers
Composite Rank 19 17 18 14 k> 8 2 2.987
Data Analysis
Source of Degrees <o f Sum of Mean of
Variation Freedom Squares Squares F
Between 2 21.257 10.628 4.081*
Within 79 205.729
Total 81 226.987
*Significant at the .05 level
TASK PERFORMANCE RANKINGS: HOW FINANCE AS A TASK 
PERFORMANCE AREA OF THE COOPERATIVE SPECIAL 
EDUCATION DIRECTOR IS RANKED IN IMPORTANCE 





Respondents 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Rank
Directors 4 5 4 4 ' 5 0 0 3.045
Superintendents 8 2 4 8 5 3 0 3.300
Teachers 2 5 3 4 5 3 8 4.533
Directors, Superin­
tendents, Teachers 
Composite Rank 14 12 11 16 15 6 8 3.682
Data Analysis
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean of
Variation Freedom Squares Squares F
Between 2 35.034 17.514 5.476*
Within 79 252.720 3.199
Total 81 287.755
*Significant at the .01 level
TASK PERFORMANCE RANKINGS: HOW LEGISLATIVE RESPONSIBILITY AS A 
TASK PERFORMANCE AREA OF THE COOPERATIVE SPECIAL EDUCATION 






Respondents 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Rank
Directors 0 2 3 4 2 4 7 5.000
Superintendents 2 3 3 4 7 7 4 4.600
Teachers 0 1 5 6 7 6 5 4.900
Directors, Superin­
tendents, Teachers 
Composite Rank 2 6 11 14 16 17 16 4.841
Data Analysis






Between 2 3.220 1.610 0.579
Within 79 219.717 2.781
Total 81 222.938
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TASK PERFORMANCE RANKINGS: HOW PERSONNEL AS A TASK 
PERFORMANCE AREA OF THE COOPERATIVE SPECIAL 
EDUCATION DIRECTOR IS RANKED IN IMPORTANCE 




Respondents 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Rank
Directors 4 7 5 2 3 1 0 2.818
Superintendents 6 14 3 4 2 1 0 2.500
Teachers 12 8 4 0 5 0 1 2.400
Directors, Superin­
tendents , Teachers 
Composite Rank 22 29 12 6 10 2 1 2.548
Data Analysis
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean of
Variation Freedom Squares Squares F
Between 2 2.332 1.166 0.518




TASK PERFORMANCE RANKINGS: HOW PUBLIC RELATIONS AS A TASK 
PERFORMANCE AREA OF THE COOPERATIVE SPECIAL 
EDUCATION DIRECTOR IS RANKED IN IMPORTANCE 




3 4 5 6 7
Mean
Rank
Directors 3 1 4 1 5 6 2 4.363
Superintendents 1 3 3 3 7 7 6 4.900
Teachers 3 2 2 6 i5 8 3 4.533
Directors, Superin-
tendents, Teachers
Composite Rank 7 6 9 10 118 21 11 4.622
Data Analysis
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean of
Variation Freedom Squares Squares F
Between 2 4.022 2.011 0.608




TASK PERFORMANCE RANKINGS: HOW RESEARCH AND CONTINUED STUDY AS A 
TASK PERFORMANCE AREA OF THE COOPERATIVE SPECIAL EDUCATION 




Respondents 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Rank
Directors 0 1 0 1 4 3 13 6.136
Superintendents 1 0 3 2 4 7 13 5.700
Teachers 1 4 3 3 3 7 9 5.000
Directors, Superin-
tendents, Teachers
Composite Rank 2 5 6 6 i:1 17 35 5.561
Data Analysis
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean of
Variation Freedom Squares Squares F
Between 2 17.303 8.652 3.094
Within 79 220.890 2.796
Total 81 238.194
TASK PERFORMANCE RANKINGS: HOW SUPERINTENDENT RELATIONSHIPS AS A 
TASK PERFORMANCE AREA OF THE COOPERATIVE SPECIAL EDUCATION 






Respondents 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Rank
Directors 8 3 3 4 1 3 0 2.812
Superintendents 5 3 5 5 3 4 5 4.000
Teachers 3 1 7 7 4 4 4 4.200
Directors, Superin­
tendents , Teachers 










Between 2 27.049 13.523 3.709*
Within 79 288.072 3.646
Total 81 315.121
*Significant at the .05 level
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directors (3.72). The reader can observe the difference in the 
responses between groups by not only comparing the group means but also 
by observing the distribution of responses within each of the three 
groups. The responses of the directors demonstrated a bell shaped curve 
whereas the responses of the superintendents and teachers demonstrated a 
positive skewness. The teachers, then, ranked this task most positive 
or highest while the directors ranked this task less positive or lowest 
of the three groups. Superintendents ranked this task less positively 
than teachers but more positively than directors. The reader may use 
this procedure in the interpretation of the remaining six performance 
tasks which are located in Tables 2 through 7.
Table 2 illustrates a significant difference at the .01 level 
among directors, superintendents, and teachers in their ranking of 
finance as a task performance area of the cooperative special education 
director. Therefore, Null Hypothesis A was rejected. It was the spe­
cial education teachers who provided the highest mean rank (4.53) and 
therefore, as a group, ranked this task less positive than did superin­
tendents (3.30) and directors (3.04).
Tables 3, 4, 5, and 6 indicate that there were no significant 
differences in the ranking of legislative responsibility, personnel, 
public relations, or research and continued study. The null hypothesis 
was not rejected for the rankings of all four performance areas. In 
spite of the fact that there were no significant differences in these 
four performance areas (Tables 3-6) the reader may look at the distri­
bution of responses within each group and note how each individual group 
distributed the responses.
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Table 7 indicates a significant difference among the special 
education directors, school superintendents, and special education 
teachers in their ranking of research and continued study as a task per­
formance area of the cooperative special education director. Therefore, 
Null Hypothesis A was rejected. The superintendents and teachers pro­
vided the highest means (4.00 and 4.20 respectively) while the directors 
had the lowest mean (2.81). The reader may note the wide variance in 
responses of three groups. The responses were fairly evenly distributed 
across the rank order.
Tables 8 and 9 summarize the composite ranking of the seven task 
performance areas. The composite rankings in descending order of impor­
tance were: (1) Personnel; (2) Curriculum and Instruction; (3) Finance; 
(4) Superintendent Relationships; (5) Public Relations; (6) Legislative 
Responsibility; and (7) Research and Continued Study. Superintendents 
and special education teachers agreed with each other in the rank order 
of curriculum and instruction (1), finance (2), and research and con­
tinued study (7) but interchanged the remaining four rank orders. 
Directors agreed with the superintendents on the rank order of finance 
(3) and research and continued study (7) but interchanged public rela­
tions and legislative responsibility. The directors and superintendents 
did not agree on the rank order of the remaining task performances. 
Directors and teachers agreed on the rank order of public relations (5), 
legislative responsibility (6), and research and continued study (7) but 
disagreed on the rank orders of the remaining four task performance 
areas. Superintendents, teachers, and directors all agreed on the rank 
order of research and continued study (7).
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TABLE 8
TASK PERFORMANCE RANKINGS: SUMMARY OF RANK ORDER BY MEANS 
ASSIGNED TO THE SEVEN TASK PERFORMANCE AREAS BY ALL 





Instruction 3.72 3.00 2.43 2.98
Finance 3.04 3.30 4.53 3.68
Legislative
Responsibility 5.09 4.60 4.90 4.84
Personnel 2.81 2.50 2.40 2.54
Public Relations 4.36 4.90 4.53 4.62
Research and 
Continued Study 6.13 5.70 3.00 5.56
Superintendent
Relations 2.81 4.00 4.20 3.75
TASK PERFORMANCE RANKINGS: RANK ORDER SUMMARY OF THE SEVEN 
TASK PERFORMANCE AREAS AS RANKED BY EACH 
GROUP IN THE SAMPLE POPULATION
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TABLE 9
Rank Order Directors Superintendents Teachers Composite Total
1 G D D D
2 D A JA A
3 B B 1G B
4 A G B* G
5 E C E* E
6 C E p C
7 F F F F
*Finance and Public Relations both had a Mean of 4.533





F=Research and Continued Study 
G=Superintendent Relationships
Research Question B. Do Public School Special Education Directors, 
Public School Superintendents, and Public School Special Education 
Teachers in North Dakota Agree on the Relative Importance of Six 
Personal Characteristics Related to the Position of Cooperative 
Special Education Director?
Participants in this study were also asked to rank six personal 
characteristics of the cooperative special education director from 1 to 
6, with 1 being the most important characteristic and 6 being the least 
important. The six personal characteristics were: intellectual abil­
ity, personality, physical characteristics, social background, social 
characteristics, and task related characteristics. This section pre­
sents the tallies of these rankings and the analysis of the data of 
these rankings.
One null hypothesis was tested on each of the six task perfor­
mances ranked. The null hypothesis was:
There is no significant difference among the expectations for 
personal characteristics of the cooperative special education 
director held by school superintendents, special education direc­
tors, and special education teachers in North Dakota.
The data analysis method used was Scheffe's one-way analysis of variance. 
The critical values with degrees of freedom (2;79) were alpha .05 > 3.11 
and alpha .01 > 4.88.
The analysis of variance in Tables 10 through 15 indicates that 
there were no significant differences in the rankings of six personal 
characteristics related to the position of the cooperative special edu­
cation director in North Dakota. Therefore, the null hypothesis was not 




PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS RANKINGS: HOW INTELLECTUAL ABILITY AS A 
PERSONAL CHARACTERISTIC OF THE COOPERATIVE SPECIAL EDUCATION 
DIRECTOR IS RANKED IN IMPORTANCE AMONG SIX 
PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS AREAS
Tally of Rankings





Directors 5 4 6 6 1 0 2.727
Superintendents 10 7 5 7 1 0 2.233
Teachers 4 6 12 5 3 0 2.900
Directors, Superin­
tendents, Teachers 










Between 2 3.,846 1.923 1.285
Within 79 118.263 1.497
Total 81 122.109
PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS RANKINGS: HOW PERSONALITY AS A PERSONAL 
CHARACTERISTIC OF THE COOPERATIVE SPECIAL EDUCATION 






Respondents 1 2 3 4 5 6  Rank
Directors 8 5 4 5 0 0 2.272
Superintendents 9 8 10 3 0 0 2.233
Teachers 8 7 6 6 3 0 2.633
Directors, Superin­
tendents, Teachers
Composite Rank 25 20 20 14 3 0 2.390
Data Analysis
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean of
Variation Freedom Squares Squares F
Between 2 2.815 1.407 0.987




PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS RANKINGS: HOW PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS AS 
A PERSONAL CHARACTERISTIC OF THE COOPERATIVE SPECIAL 
EDUCATION DIRECTOR IS RANKED IN IMPORTANCE 
AMONG SIX PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS AREAS
Respondents
Tally of Rankings 
Rank
1 2  3 4 5 6
Mean
Rank
Directors 0 0 0 0 17 17 5.772
Superintendents 1 0 0 2 19 19 5.433
Teachers 0 1 0 2 23 23 5.772
Directors, Superin-
fendents, Teachers
Composite Rank 1 1 0 4 59 59 5.585
Data Analysis
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean of
Variation Freedom Squares Squares F
Between 2 1.472 0.736 0.995
Within 79 58.430 0.739
Total 81 59.902
PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS RANKINGS: HOW SOCIAL BACKGROUND AS A 
PERSONAL CHARACTERISTIC OF THE COOPERATIVE SPECIAL EDUCATION 







3 4 5 6
Mean
Rank
Directors 0 0 0 2 15 5 5.136
Superintendents 0 2 2 4 13 9 4.833
Teachers 2 0 2 3 18 5 4.666
Directors, Superin­
tendents, Teachers 










Between 2 2.819 1.409 1.246
Within 79 89.424 1.131
Total 81 92.243
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PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS RANKINGS: HOW SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS AS A 
PERSONAL CHARACTERISTIC OF THE COOPERATIVE SPECIAL EDUCATION 





Respondents 1 2 3 4 5 6 Rank
Directors 1 7 6 8 0 0 2.954
Superintendents 1 5 5 12 6 1 3.666
Teachers 6 8 2 10 r'L 2 3.000
Directors,, Superin-
tendents, Teachers
Composite Rank 8 20 13 30 8 3 3.231
Data Analysis
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean of
Variation Freedom Squares Squares F
Between 2 8.976 4.488 2.778
Within 79 127.620 1.615
Total 81 136.597
PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS RANKINGS: HOW TASK-RELATED CHARACTERISTICS 
AS A PERSONAL CHARACTERISTIC OF THE COOPERATIVE SPECIAL EDUCATION 






Respondents 1 2 3 4 5 6 Rank
Directors 8 6 6 1 1 0 2.136
Superintendents 9 8 8 2 2 1 2.566
Teachers 10 8 8 4 0 0 2.200
Directors, Superinten-
dents, Teachers 
Composite Rank 27 22 22 7 3 1 2.137
Data Analysis
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean of
Variation Freedom Squares Squares F
Between 2 2.988 1.499 0.892
Within 79 132.757 1.680
Total 81 135.755
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spite of the fact that there were no significant differences in the six 
personal characteristics rankings the reader may look at distribution of 
responses within each group. Table 10 illustrates that the distribution 
or spread of responses of the directors were fairly even in the rank 
orders 1 to 4. Superintendents demonstrated a more positive skewness as 
rank orders 1 to 3 contained twenty-two of the thirty responses. Teach­
ers tended to have a bell-shaped distribution with the majority of their 
response being in rank orders 2 to 4. The reader may use this procedure 
in the interpretation of the remaining five personal characteristics 
which are located on Tables 11 to 15.
Tables 16 and 17 summarize the rankings of the six personal 
characteristics. The composite rankings in descending order of impor­
tance were: (1) Task-related Characteristics; (2) Personality; (3) 
Intellectual Ability; (4) Social Characteristics; (5) Social Background; 
and (6) Physical Characteristics. Superintendents, teachers, and direc­
tors all agreed on the rank order of social characteristics (4), social 
background (5), and physical characteristics (6). Directors and teach­
ers agreed that task-related characteristics was the most important (1) 
of the six personal characteristics while superintendents ranked intel­
lectual ability and personality as most important (1) and task-related 
characteristics as third most important (3) of the six personal charac­
teristics. Directors and teachers interchanged the rank order of intel­
lectual ability and personality. Directors ranked intellectual ability 
third and personality as second in importance. It is important that the 
reader note the change in the interpretation of the mean. In Tables 1 
through 17, the lower the mean score, the higher the importance of the
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TABLE 16
PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS RANKINGS: SUMMARY OF RANK ORDER 
ASSIGNED TO THE SIX PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS AREAS 






Ability 2.72 2.23 2.90 2.67
Personality 2.27 2.23 2.63 2.39
Physical
Characteristics 5.77 5.43 5.77 5.58
Social
Background 5.13 4.83 4.66 4.85
Social
Characteristics 2.95 3.66 3.00 3.23
Task-Related
Characteristics 2.13 2.56 2.20 2.13
PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS RANKINGS: SUMMARY OF RANK ORDER 
ASSIGNED TO THE SIX PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS AREAS BY 
ALL GROUPS IN THE SAMPLE POPULATION
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TABLE 17
Rank Order Directors Superintendents Teachers Composite Total
1 F A* F F
2 B B* B B
3 A F A A
4 E E E E
5 D D D D
6 C C C C
*Intellectual Ability and Personality both had a Mean of 2.333






item. The opposite will hold true in the interpretation of the mean 
score in Tables 18 through 37 as the higher the mean, the higher the 
importance on the item.
Research Question C. Do Public School Special Education Directors, 
Public School Superintendents, and Public School Special Education 
Teachers in North Dakota Agree on the Proper Course of Action for 
the Cooperative Special Education Director to Follow in 
Administrative Situations as Posed by 
Twenty Selected Questions?
Part three of the questionnaire (Appendix A) asked the partici­
pants to respond to twenty selected administrative situations. The 
responses were always the same five choices. For the purpose of data 
analysis, the responses were scaled as Always Should=7^, Probably Should= 
2, May or May Not=3, Probably Should Not=4, and Never Should=5. The 
data analysis methods used for this section were crosstabulations and 
one-way analysis of variance. One null hypothesis was tested on each of 
the twenty administrative situations. The null hypothesis was:
There is no significant difference among the expectations held 
by school superintendents, special education directors, and special 
education teachers in North Dakota for the proper course of action 
for the cooperative special education director to follow in adminis­
trative situations as posed by twenty selected questions.
The data analysis method used was Scheffe's one-way analysis of vari­
ance. With degrees of freedom (2;79), the critical values were alpha 
.05 > 3.11 and alpha .01 > 4.88. The reporting of the tallies of the 
responses to the administrative situations and the analysis of the data 
for these responses follow.
92
93
Table 18 presents the responses to the situation of whether or 
not the cooperative special education director should accept responsi­
bility for developing long-range plans for the special education program. 
There was no significant difference in the responses of the directors, 
superintendents, and teachers to this situation. The three groups felt 
the cooperative director always should accept this responsibility. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected for this situation. In 
the interpretation of the data, the reader will note that 17 directors,
21 superintendents, and 22 teachers felt that the director always should 
accept this responsibility. Four directors, 8 superintendents, and 6 
teachers felt that the cooperative director probably should accept this 
responsibility while at the opposite end of the scale, none of the teach­
ers or directors and 1 superintendent felt that the cooperative special 
education director never should accept responsibility for developing 
long-range plans for the special education program. The mean rank indi­
cates that the directors were the most positive (4.86) of the three 
groups in their response to this situation. Teachers, too, were posi­
tive in their responses to this situation (4.66) but slightly less than 
were directors. Superintendents were also quite positive in their 
responses (4.60) but slightly less than were directors and teachers. It is 
important that the reader note the change in the interpretation of the 
mean. In Tables 1 through 17 the lower the mean score, the higher the im­
portance of the item. The opposite will hold true in the interpretation 
of the mean score in Tables 18 through 37 as the higher the mean, the 
higher the importance on the item. The reader may use this procedure in
the interpretation of the remaining nineteen administrative situations 
which are located on Tables 18-37.
Table 19 demonstrates agreement among the directors, superin­
tendents, and teachers in their responses to this situation. All three 
groups felt that the cooperative special education director always 
should work with superintendents in organizing programs which provide 
for continuity. Null Hypothesis C was not rejected for this situation.
The data analysis in Table 20 shows that there was a significant 
difference in the responses of directors, superintendents, and teachers 
to this situation. Therefore, Null Hypothesis C was rejected. The sig­
nificant difference may not be readily visual in the mean rank. How­
ever, the reader may note the distribution variances within the rank 
order of each group. The directors demonstrated an even distribution of 
responses within the first three rank orders while teachers and superin­
tendents demonstrate a positive skewness within the first three rank 
orders.
No significant differences were found for the situation, serving 
as a consultant to special education departments, in Table 21. The 
responses show that directors were the most positive in their responses. 
The mean responses indicate that the three groups which participated in 
this study were saying that the cooperative special education director 
probably should serve as a consultant to special education departments 
in colleges and universities in defining needs and resources.
The situation, assuring special education activity policy, in 
Table 22 shows no significant differences in the responses so the null hy­
94
pothesis was not rejected. Directors were the most positive of the three
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TABLE 18
ADMINISTRATIVE SITUATIONS RESPONSES: THE COOPERATIVE SPECIAL 
EDUCATION DIRECTOR SHOULD ACCEPT RESPONSIBILITY FOR 




Respondents AS PS M-MN PSN NS Rank
Directors 17 4 0 1 0 4.863
Superintendents 21 8 0 0 1 4.600
Teachers 22 6 2 0 0 4.666
Directors, Superin­
tendents, Teachers 
Composite Rank 60 18 2 1 1 4.646
Data Analysis
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean of
Variation Freedom Squares Squares F
Between 2 0.104 0.052 0.101
Within 79 40.639 0.514
Total 81 40.743
ADMINISTRATIVE SITUATIONS RESPONSES: THE COOPERATIVE SPECIAL 
EDUCATION DIRECTOR SHOULD WORK WITH SUPERINTENDENTS IN 





Respondents AS PS M-MN PSN NS Rank
Directors 19 3 0 0 0 4.863
Superintendents 23 4 3 0 0 4.666
Teachers 20 9 1 0 0 4.633
Directors, Superin­
tendents, Teachers 










Between 2 0.751 0.375 1.225
Within 79 24.224 0.306
Total 81 24.975
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ADMINISTRATIVE SITUATIONS RESPONSES: THE COOPERATIVE SPECIAL
TABLE 20
EDUCATION DIRECTOR SHOULD SERVE AS A CONSULTANT FOR








Directors 7 7 8 0 0 3.954
Superintendents 16 12 2 0 0 4.466
Teachers 12 13 5 0 0 4.233
Directors, Superin­
tendents, Teachers 
Composite Rank 35 32 15 0 0 4.243
Data Analysis






Between 2 3.334 1.667 3.151*
Within 79 41.787 0.529
Total 81 45.121
*Significant at the ,.05 level
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TABLE 21
ADMINISTRATIVE SITUATIONS RESPONSES: THE COOPERATIVE SPECIAL 
EDUCATION DIRECTOR SHOULD SERVE AS A CONSULTANT TO SPECIAL 
EDUCATION DEPARTMENTS IN COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES IN 
DEFINING NEEDS AND RESOURCES
Tally of Responses
Rank Mean
Respondents AS PS M-MN PSN NS Rank
Directors 8 10 4 0 0 4.181
Superintendents 8 11 11 0 0 3.900
Teachers 7 13 10 0 0 3.900
Directors, Superin­
tendents, Teachers 
Composite Rank 23 34 25 0 0 3.975
Data Analysis
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean of
Variation Freedom Squares Squares F
Between 2 1.278 0.639 1.082
Within 79 46.672 0.590
Total 81 47.951
i
ADMINISTRATIVE SITUATIONS RESPONSES: THE COOPERATIVE SPECIAL 
EDUCATION DIRECTOR SHOULD ASSURE THAT THE DISTRICT HAS A 










Directors 19 2 1 0 0 4.818
Superintendents 25 2 3 0 0 4.733
Teachers 23 4 3 0 0 4.666
Directors, Superin­
tendents, Teachers 
Composite Rank 67 8 7 0 0 4.731
Data Analysis






Between 2 0.291 0.145 0.386
Within 79 29.806 0.377
Total 81 30.097
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groups in their response to this situation. The composite mean rank 
indicated that a cooperative special education director always should 
assure that the district has a policy regarding all special education 
activity (e.g., screening, placement).
The situation, establishing a channel of communication, in Table 
23 shows no significant differences in the responses of the three groups 
who participated in this study. Therefore, the null hypothesis was not 
rejected. The composite mean rank of the directors, superintendents, 
and teachers indicated that the cooperative special education director 
always should establish a channel of communication with all district 
personnel who deal directly with the department.
Table 24 illustrates no significant differences in the responses 
of directors, superintendents, and teachers. Therefore, Null Hypothesis 
C was not rejected. Directors and teachers provided the highest means 
while the within distribution of responses by the superintendents were 
not as positively skewed as were the responses of directors or teachers. 
The composite rank indicated that the cooperative special education 
director always should accept the responsibility to assure that all 
district schools that house special education pupils are following all 
established special education regulations.
The responses in Table 25 illustrate that directors, superin­
tendents, and teachers had almost identical means. Therefore, the null 
hypothesis was not rejected. The mean ranks of the three groups indi­
cated that there was an agreement that the cooperative special education 




ADMINISTRATIVE SITUATIONS RESPONSES: THE COOPERATIVE SPECIAL 
EDUCATION DIRECTOR SHOULD ESTABLISH A CHANNEL OF 
COMMUNICATION WITH ALL DISTRICT PERSONNEL WHO 







Directors 19 2 1 0 0 4.818
Superintendents 23 5 1 1 0 4.666
Teachers 19 9 2 0 0 4.600
Directors, Superin-
tendents, Teachers
Composite Rank 61 17 3 1 0 4.682
Data Analysis
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean of
Variation Freedom Squares Squares F
Between 2 0.616 0.308 0.836
Within 79 29.139 0.369
Total 81 29.756
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ADMINISTRATIVE SITUATIONS RESPONSES: THE COOPERATIVE SPECIAL 
EDUCATION DIRECTOR SHOULD ASSURE THAT ALL DISTRICT SCHOOLS
TABLE 24
THAT HOUSE SPECIAL EDUCATION PUPILS ARE FOLLOWING ALL







Directors 17 2 2 1 0 4.590
Superintendents 17 8 4 1 0 4.366
Teachers 19 9 2 0 0 4.566
Directors, Superin­
tendents, Teachers 
Composite Rank 53 19 8 2 0 4.500
Data Analysis






Between 2 0.848 0.424 0.703
Within 79 47.651 0.603
Total 81 48.499
ADMINISTRATIVE SITUATIONS RESPONSES: THE COOPERATIVE SPECIAL 
EDUCATION DIRECTOR SHOULD PLAN BUILDING AND DISTRICT-WIDE 





Respondents AS PS M-MN PSN NS Rank
Directors 7 10 5 0 0 4.090
Superintendents 14 10 4 2 0 4.200
Teachers 10 12 8 0 0 4.066
Directors, Superin­
tendents, Teachers 
Composite Rank 31 32 17 2 0 4.122
Data Analysis
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean of
Variation Freedom Squares Squares F
Between 2 0.295 0.147 0.214
Within 79 54.484 0.689
Total 81 54.780
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The composite rank in Table 26 indicates that the cooperative 
special education director should assume responsibility for the 
teaching-learning process in special education classes. The data analy­
sis indicates that there was no significant difference in the responses 
of the three groups which participated in this study to this situation. 
Therefore, Null Hypothesis C was not rejected. The reader may note the 
within distribution of the responses for this situation. Teachers were 
less positive in their responses to this situation as they tended to 
cluster their responses in the may or may not rank order.
The situation in Table 27 shows no significant differences in 
the responses of the three groups who participated in this study. The 
composite mean rank indicated that the cooperative special education 
director probably should be expected to develop a system of evaluation 
and supervision for all special education personnel. The reader may 
note the within distribution of responses which illustrates that the 
teachers' responses were not as positively skewed as were the responses 
of directors and superintendents. The null hypothesis was not rejected.
Table 28 indicated that the cooperative special education direc­
tor probably should assure that consulting services (psychiatric, 
pediatric-neurological, etc.) are available to the district upon request. 
The null hypothesis was not rejected for this situation. The reader may 
note the within distribution of responses of the three groups. As a 
group, directors were less positive in their responses than were teach­
ers and superintendents.
The data analysis in Table 29 shows that there was a significant 
difference among the three groups in their responses to this situation.
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TABLE 26
ADMINISTRATIVE SITUATIONS RESPONSES: THE COOPERATIVE SPECIAL 
EDUCATION DIRECTOR SHOULD ASSUME RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE





Respondents AS PS M-MN PSN NS Rank
Directors 5 7 8 2 0 3.681
Superintendents 9 10 7 3 1 3.766
Teachers 1 9 18 1 1 3.266
Directors, Superin-
tendents, Teachers
Composite Rank 15 26 33 6 2 3.561
Data Analysis
Source of Degrees of Sim of Mean of
Variation Freedom Squares Squares F
Between 2 4.189 2.094 2.364
Within 79 70.005 0.886
Total 81 74.195
ADMINISTRATIVE SITUATIONS RESPONSES: THE COOPERATIVE SPECIAL 
EDUCATION DIRECTOR SHOULD BE EXPECTED TO DEVELOP A SYSTEM 






Respondents AS PS M-MN PSN NS Rank
Directors 15 7 0 0 0 4.681
S up er int end ent s 20 7 2 0 1 4.500
Teachers 14 12 4 0 0 4.333
Directors, Superin­
tendents, Teachers 
Composite Rank 49 26 6 0 1 4.487
Data Analysis
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean of
Variation Freedom Squares Squares F
Between 2 1.548 0.774 1.424




ADMINISTRATIVE SITUATIONS RESPONSES: THE COOPERATIVE SPECIAL 
EDUCATION DIRECTOR SHOULD ASSURE THAT CONSULTING SERVICES 
(PSYCHIATRIC, PEDIATRIC-NEUROLOGICAL, etc.) ARE 







Directors 10 7 5 0 0 4.227
Superintendents 18 8 4 0 0 4.466
Teachers 28 8 1 0 0 4.666
Directors, Superin-
tendents, Teachers
Composite Rank 56 23 10 0 0 4.475
Data Analysis
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean of
Variation Freedom Squares Squares F
Between 2 2.454 1.227 2.551




ADMINISTRATIVE SITUATIONS RESPONSES: THE COOPERATIVE SPECIAL 
EDUCATION DIRECTOR SHOULD ESTABLISH SCHEDULES FOR SPECIAL 
EDUCATION PERSONNEL WHOSE SERVICES ARE UTILIZED BY 








Directors 11 4 6 1 0 4.136
Superintendents 12 10 4 4 0 4.000
Teachers 6 4 11 8 1 3.200
Directors, Superin-
tendents, Teachers
Composite Rank 29 18 21 13 1 3.743
Data Analysis
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean of
Variation Freedom Squares Squares F
Between 2 14.231 7.115 6.151*
Within 79 91.390 1.156
Total 81 105.621
*Signifleant at the .01 level
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The mean rank would indicate that teachers provided the lowest (3.20) 
rank while directors and superintendents mutually agreed that the coop­
erative special education director probably should establish schedules 
for the special education personnel whose services are utilized by more 
than one school (e.g., speech pathologist, school psychologist). The 
mean rank would suggest that teachers felt that this responsibility may 
or may not be part of the role of the cooperative special education 
director. The null hypothesis was rejected for this situation.
Mean responses of participants shown in Table 30 indicated they 
agreed that the cooperative special education director probably should 
assure that all special education programs can be adapted to the indi­
vidual needs of the students. Therefore, the null hypothesis was not 
rejected. The reader may note, however, the within responses of each 
group. Teachers were not as positive in their overall responses to 
this situation as were superintendents and directors.
Table 31, pupil accounting and record establishment and mainten­
ance, indicates no significant differences in the responses to this sit­
uation so the null hypothesis was not rejected. The composite mean rank 
of responses by the directors, superintendents, and teachers indicated 
that the cooperative special education director probably should assure 
that all necessary pupil accounting and records are established and 
maintained according to regulations. The reader may view the individual 
mean rank and the within response distribution and note that the direc­
tors were more positive in their responses than were teachers or super­
intendents.
ADMINISTRATIVE SITUATIONS RESPONSES: THE COOPERATIVE SPECIAL 
EDUCATION DIRECTOR SHOULD ASSURE THAT ALL SPECIAL EDUCATION
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TABLE 30
PROGRAMS CAN BE ADAPTED TO THE INDIVIDUAL





Directors 12 8 0 1 1
Superintendents 16 8 4 1 1
Teachers 6 14 8 O 0
Directors, Superin­
tendents, Teachers 










Between 2 4.279 2.139












ADMINISTRATIVE SITUATIONS RESPONSES: THE COOPERATIVE 
EDUCATION DIRECTOR SHOULD ASSURE THAT ALL NECESSARY 
ACCOUNTING AND RECORDS ARE ESTABLISHED AND 





Respondents AS PS M-MN PSN NS Rank
Directors 17 4 0 1 0 4.681
Superintendents 20 3 7 0 0 4.433
Teachers 11 13 5 1 0 4.133
Directors, Superin-
tendents, Teachers
Composite Rank 48 20 12 2 0 4.390
Data Analysis
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean of
Variation Freedom Squares Squares F
Between 2 3.906 1.953 2.990
Within 79 51.605 0.653
Total 81 55.512
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No significant differences were found in the responses to the 
situation, role as a liaison, on Table 32. The composite mean rank of 
the responses to this situation indicated that directors, superinten­
dents , and teachers felt that the cooperative special education director 
probably should act as a liaison between the superintendent and the offi­
cials of federal, state, county, and city government regarding special 
education. It may be of additional interest to the reader to view the 
within group distribution of the responses of the directors and superin­
tendents and note the variation. Null Hypothesis C was not rejected for 
this situation.
The situation in Table 33 shows no significant differences in 
the responses of the three groups who participated in this study. What 
is interesting about the mean rank of each group is the fact that each 
group has a mean rank of 4.2. This would indicate that all three groups 
agree exactly that the cooperative special education director probably 
should assure the distribution of all special education information and 
materials to be used by administrators, teachers, pupils, and guidance 
personnel. Null Hypothesis C was not rejected for this situation.
Table 34 illustrates no significant differences in the responses 
of the directors, superintendents, and teachers to this situation. 
Therefore, the Null Hypothesis C was not rejected. The composite mean 
indicated that the cooperative special education director always should 
be involved when a district hires special education personnel. The 
reader may examine the within distribution of responses of each group 
and note that superintendents were not as positive in their responses as 
were the other two groups.
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TABLE 32
ADMINISTRATIVE SITUATIONS RESPONSES: THE COOPERATIVE SPECIAL 
EDUCATION DIRECTOR SHOULD ACT AS A LIAISON BETWEEN THE 
SUPERINTENDENT AND THE OFFICES OF FEDERAL , STATE, 




Respondents AS PS M-MN PSN NS Rank
Directors 8 11 3 0 0 4.227
Superintendents 18 7 3 2 0 4.366
Teachers 20 5 5 0 0 4.500
Directors, Superin­
tendents, Teachers 
Composite Rank 46 23 11 2 0 4.378
Data Analysis
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean of
Variation Freedom Squares Squares F
Between 2 0.950 0.475 0.717




ADMINISTRATIVE SITUATIONS RESPONSES: THE COOPERATIVE SPECIAL 
EDUCATION DIRECTOR SHOULD ASSURE THE DISTRIBUTION OF ALL 
SPECIAL EDUCATION INFORMATION AND MATERIALS TO BE USED 




Respondents AS PS M-MN PSN NS Rank
Directors 10 7 5 0 0 4.227
Superintendents 15 8 7 0 0 4.266
Teachers 15 7 7 1 0 4.200
Directors, Superin­
tendents, Teachers 
Composite Rank 40 22 19 1 0 4.231
Data Analysis
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean of
Variation Freedom Squares Squares F
Between 2 0.067 0.033 0.045




ADMINISTRATIVE SITUATIONS RESPONSES: THE COOPERATIVE SPECIAL
EDUCATION DIRECTOR SHOULD BE INVOLVED WHEN A DISTRICT
HIRES SPECIAL EDUCATION PERSONNEL
Tally of Responses
Rank Mean
Respondents AS PS M-MN PSN NS Rank
Directors 20 1 1 0 0 4.863
Superintendents 18 6 5 0 1 4.333
Teachers 20 6 3 1 0 4.500
Directors, Superin 
tendents, Teachers 
Composite Rank 58 13 9 1 1 4.536
Data Analysis
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean of
Variation Freedom Squares Squares F
Between 2 3.632 1.816 2.720
Within 79 52.757 0.667
Total 81 56.390
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The responses in Table 35 indicated that the cooperative special 
education director always should vigorously pursue all sources of spe­
cial education revenue. The null hypothesis was not rejected. Once again, 
the reader may view the mean rank of each group and the within group 
distribution of the responses and note that directors were less positive 
in their responses than were the other two groups.
No significant differences were found for the situation in Table 
36. The responses show that the directors, superintendents, and teach­
ers were not very definite on this particular issue. The composite mean 
rank indicated that the cooperative special education director may or 
may not coordinate all special education student transportation. The 
reader may examine the within group responses of each group to note the 
distribution responses.
The data analysis in Table 37 shows that there was a significant 
difference in the responses to this situation. The mean responses indi­
cated that teachers provided the lowest (4.30) mean while directors and 
superintendents provided means of 4.77 and 4.80 respectively. Null 
Hypothesis C was rejected.
A visual summary of the relationships discussed was devised.
Table 38 illustrates a summary of the mean responses to the twenty 
selected administrative situations. In the interpretation of the table, 
the reader should note that first the administrative situations are 
listed in chronological order 1-20. A listing of the three groups is 
then followed by the forced response choices. The letter "D" indicates 
the mean or average responses of the directors, the letter "S" indi­





ADMINISTRATIVE SITUATIONS RESPONSES: THE COOPERATIVE SPECIAL
EDUCATION DIRECTOR SHOULD VIGOROUSLY PURSUE ALL SOURCES
OF SPECIAL EDUCATION REVENUE
Respondents AS PS M-MN PSN NS Rank
Directors 12 6 4 0 0 4.363
Superintendents 23 5 2 0 0 4.700
Teachers 19 7 4 0 0 4.500
Directors, Superin­
tendents, Teachers 










Between 2 1.499 0.749 1.523




ADMINISTRATIVE SITUATIONS RESPONSES: THE COOPERATIVE SPECIAL




Respondents AS PS M-MN PSN NS Rank
Directors 3 3 12 3 1 3.181
Superintendents 10 3 13 2 2 3.566
Teachers 5 8 16 1 0 3.566
Directors, Superin 
tendents, Teachers 
Composite Rank 18 14 41 6 3 3.463
Data Analysis
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean of
Variation Freedom Squares Squares F
Between 2 2.384 1.192 1.121
Within 79 84.005 1.063
Total 81 86.390
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ADMINISTRATIVE SITUATIONS RESPONSES: THE COOPERATIVE SPECIAL 
EDUCATION DIRECTOR SHOULD ACCEPT RESPONSIBILITY FOR 





Respondents AS PS M-MN PSN NS Rank
Directors 18 3 1 0 0 4.772
Superintendents 25 4 1 0 0 4.800
Teachers 15 10 4 1 0 4.300
Directors, Superin­
tendents, Teachers 
Composite Rank 58 17 6 1 0 4.609
Data Analysis
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean of
Variation Freedom Squares Squares F
Between 2 4.548 2.274 5.450*
Within 79 32.963 0.417
Total 81 37.512
*Significant at the .01 level
TABLE 38
SUMMARY OF THE MEAN RESPONSES TO TWENTY SELECTED ADMINISTRATIVE SITUATIONS
Administrative Always Probably May or Probably Never
Situation Role Should Should May Not Should ShouldNot
1. The cooperative special Directors D
education director should Superintendents S
accept responsibility for Teachers T
developing long-range plans Total X
for the special ed. program.
2. The cooperative special Directors D
education director should Superintendents S
work with superintendents in Teachers T
organizing programs which Total X
provide for continuity.
3. The cooperative special Directors D
education director should Superintendents S
T
curriculum development and Total X
revision.
4. The cooperative special Directors D
education director should Superintendents S
serve as a consultant to spe- Teachers T
cial ed. depts. in colleges Total X






5. The cooperative special 
education director should as­
sure that the district has a 
policy regarding all special 
ed. activity (e.g., screening, 
placement).
6. The cooperative special 
education director should es­
tablish a channel of communi­
cation with all district per­
sonnel who deal directly with 
the department.
7. The cooperative special 
education director should as­
sure that all district schools 
that house special ed. pupils 
are following all established 
special ed. regulations.
8. The cooperative special 
education director should plan 
building and district-wide spe­



































9. The cooperative special Directors D
education director should as- Superintendents S
sume responsibility for the Teachers T
teaching-learning process in Total X
special ed. classes.
10. The cooperative special Directors D
education director should be Superintendents S
expected to develop a system of Teachers T
evaluation and supervision for Total X
all special ed. personnel.
11. The cooperative special Directors D
education director should as- Superintendents S
sure that consulting services Teachers T
(psychiatric, pediatric- Total X
**-- - —  w fc-v- • / “ *‘**J-
able to the district upon request.
12. The cooperative special Directors D|
education director should es- Superintendents S
tablish schedules for special Teachers T
ed. personnel whose services Total X
are utilized by more than one 




Administrative Always Probably May or Probably Never
Situation Role Should Should May Not Should Should
Not
13. The cooperative special Directors D
education director should as— Superintendents S
sure that all special ed. pro- Teachers T
grams can be adapted to individ-Total X
ual needs of the students.
14. The cooperative special Directors D
education director should as- Superintendents S
sure that all necessary pupil Teachers T
accounting and records are es- Total X
tablished and maintained accord­
ing to regulations.
15. The cooperative special Directors D
education director should act Superintendents S
as liaison between superinten- Teachers T
dent and offices of federal, Total X
state, county, and city gov­
ernment regarding special ed.
16. The cooperative special Directors D
education director should as- Superintendents S
sure distribution of all spe- Teachers T
cial ed. information and mate- Total X
rials to be used by adminis­






Always Probably May or Probably Never
Role Should Should May Not Should Should
Not
17. The cooperative special Directors D
education director should be Superintendents S
involved when a district hires Teachers T
special ed. personnel. Total X
18. The cooperative special Directors D
education director should Superintendents S
vigorously pursue all sources Teachers T
of special ed. revenue. Total X
19. The cooperative special Directors D
education director should co- Superintendents S
ordinate all special ed. stu- Teachers T
dent transportation. Total X
20. The cooperative special Directors D
education director should ac- Superintendents S
cept responsibility for imple- Teachers T
menting long-range plans for Total X
the special ed. program.
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"T" indicates the mean or average responses of the teachers, and the 
letter "X" indicates the composite mean or average of all three groups. 
Administrative situation one illustrates that the mean responses of the 
directors were more positive than the responses of superintendents and 
teachers. In examining all twenty administrative situations, the reader 
will find that the mean responses of the three groups were very positive 
with the exception of situation nine, twelve, and nineteen.
Summary
Chapter IV included an analysis of the data. It was reported in 
three sections which correspond to the three sections of the question­
naire (Appendix A).
The first part of the chapter dealt with the rankings of seven 
performance tasks of the cooperative special education director. The 
composite order of importance illustrated the following results: (1) 
Personnel; (2) Curriculum and Instruction; (3) Finance; (4) Superin­
tendent Relationships; (5) Public Relations; (6) Legislative Responsi­
bility; and (7) Research and Continued Study.
Significant differences among special education directors, school 
superintendents, and special education teachers were found in the rank­
ings for curriculum and instruction, finance, research and continued 
study.
The second part of the chapter was concerned with the analysis 
of data for the rankings of six personal characteristics of the coopera­
tive special education director. In descending order of importance, 
these results showed the composite rankings to be as follows: (1)
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Task-Related Characteristics; (2) Personality; (3) Intellectual Ability; 
(4) Social Characteristics; (5) Social Background; and (6) Physical 
Characteristics.
There were no significant differences in the rankings among the 
special education directors, school superintendents, and special educa­
tion teachers.
The third part of this chapter analyzed the data related to 
twenty selected administrative situations. Significant differences 
among special education directors, school superintendents, and special 
education teachers were found in their responses to the following situ­
ations:
1. The cooperative special education director should serve as a 
consultant for curriculum development and revision.
2. The cooperative special education director should establish 
schedules for special education personnel whose services are utilized by 
more than one school (e.g., speech pathologist, school psychologist).
3. The cooperative special education director should accept respon­
sibility for implementing long-range plans for the special education 
program.
Conclusions from the data analysis and specific recommendations 
follow in the next chapter.
CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Conclusions
The conclusions were based upon the analysis of the data col­
lected. They were divided into three parts: Part A. Conclusions deal­
ing with the analysis of the data related to the rankings of the seven 
performance tasks of the cooperative special education director. Part B. 
Conclusions dealing with the analysis of the data related to the rank­
ings of the six personal characteristics of the cooperative special edu­
cation director. Part C. Conclusions dealing with the analysis of the 
data related to the responses to the twenty selected administrative situ­
ations.
Conclusions Related to the Rankings of 
the Seven Performance Tasks of the 
Cooperative Special Education 
Director (Part A)
These conclusions highlighted the areas of consensus and differ­
ence among the respondents in their rankings of the seven performance 
tasks of the cooperative special education director.
A-l. Curriculum and instruction as a task performance area was 
ranked highest by special education teachers and lowest by special educa­
tion directors when ranks of the three groups of respondents were com­
pared. Overall, superintendents and teachers both saw it as the second 
most important of the performance tasks of the cooperative special
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education director. The composite ranking also placed it second in 
importance. Significant statistical variation occurred in this item.
A-2. Finance as a task performance area was ranked highest by 
the directors and lowest by the teachers. Directors and superintendents 
demonstrated agreement on the overall ranking of this task by ranking it 
third most important of the performance tasks of the cooperative special 
education director. The composite ranking also placed it third in 
importance. Significant statistical variation occurred in this item.
A-3. Superintendents ranked legislative responsibility as a 
task performance area higher than teachers and directors. All three 
groups ranked it in the lower half of the seven ranked. The composite 
ranking placed it sixth in importance.
A-4. Special education teachers ranked personnel as a task per­
formance area the highest and directors ranked it the lowest. Overall, 
teachers and superintendents agreed with the composite ranking of this 
task by ranking it as the most important performance task of the cooper­
ative special education director.
A-5. Public relations as a task performance was ranked highest 
by the directors and lowest by the superintendents. Not one of the 
three groups placed it in the top half of the seven tasks. The compos­
ite ranking placed it fifth in importance as a performance task area of 
the cooperative director.
A-6. Research and continued study was the seventh ranked task
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of the seven performance tasks. Total agreement existed among all three 
groups as to the ranking of this task.
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A-7. Directors ranked superintendent relationships as a task 
performance area higher than teachers and superintendents. Directors 
ranked it as the most important performance task of the cooperative spe­
cial education director. Superintendents ranked it fourth while special 
education teachers ranked it third. The composite ranking placed it 
fourth in importance. Significant statistical variance occurred in this 
item.
Conclusions Related to the Rankings of 
the Six Personal Characteristics of 
the Cooperative Special Education 
Director (Part B)
These conclusions will highlight the areas of consensus and dif­
ferences among the respondents in their rankings of the six personal 
characteristics of the cooperative special education director.
B-l. Task-related characteristics was ranked the most important 
of the personal characteristics in the composite rankings. There was a 
slight difference among the groups, however, with directors and teachers 
ranking it first and superintendents ranking it third, when the rank­
ings of the three respondent groups were compared.
B-2. Directors and teachers agreed in their rankings of person­
ality as a personal characteristic. Both groups ranked this task second 
in importance. Superintendents did not rank any task second in impor­
tance as they ranked both personality and intellectual ability as most 
important.
B-3. Intellectual ability was ranked third most important of 
the personal characteristics in the composite rankings. There was a 
difference among the rankings of the three groups with teachers and
130
directors both ranking this task third and superintendents ranking it 
first along with personality.
B-4. Special education directors, special education teachers, 
and school superintendents all agreed on the composite ranking of social 
characteristics, social background, and physical characteristics as the 
fourth, fifth, and sixth most important, respectively, of the six personal 
characteristics of the cooperative special education director. No sig­
nificant difference exists between the rankings of the three groups.
Conclusions Related to the Responses 
to Twenty Selected Administration 
Situations (Part C)
These conclusions detail the areas of consensus and differences 
among the respondents in their responses to twenty selected administra­
tive situations.
C-l. Special education directors, special education teachers, 
and school superintendents agree that the cooperative director always 
should accept responsibility for developing long-range plans for the 
special education program. All three groups were very positive in their 
reaction to this situation. This may be because they feel that the 
cooperative director is in the best position to ascertain and articulate 
what direction the special education program should be heading.
C-2. The cooperative special education director always should 
work with superintendents in organizing programs which provide for con­
tinuity. All three groups were very positive in their reaction to this 
situation. This may reflect the attitude that all three groups realize 
the importance of cooperation among administrative staff members.
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C-3. The cooperative special education director probably should 
serve as a consultant for curriculum development and revision. Superin­
tendents and teachers were more positive in their responses to this situ­
ation than were directors. Significant statistical variation occurred 
in this item.
C-4. The cooperative special education director probably should 
serve as a consultant to special education departments in colleges and 
universities in defining needs and resources. Directors stressed this 
situation more than other respondent groups, but still received strong 
support from superintendents and teachers.
C-5. The cooperative special education director always should 
assure that the district has a policy regarding all special education 
activity (e.g., screening, placement). Directors were very positive on 
this issue and received strong support from the superintendents and 
teachers.
C-6. The cooperative special education director always should 
establish a channel of communication with all district personnel who 
deal directly with the department.
C-7. The cooperative special education directors always should 
accept the responsibility to assure that all district schools that house 
special education pupils are following all established special education 
regulations. All respondent groups concurred.
C-8. The cooperative special education director probably should 
plan building and district-wide special education staff meetings. All 
three groups were in agreement in their responses to this situation.
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C-9. Special education teachers as a group did not agree with 
the group responses of superintendents and directors regarding the 
degrees to which the cooperative special education director should 
assume responsibility for the teaching-learning process in special 
education classes. Teachers tended to agree that the cooperative direc­
tor may or may not assume this responsibility while directors and super­
intendents tended to be more positive on this issue by indicating that 
the cooperative director probably should assume this responsibility.
This may be because some teachers feel that the Classroom is their area 
of responsibility. It would be prudent for the cooperative directors to 
assess their own situations in the cooperative before deciding a course 
of action on this issue. Significant statistical variation occurred in 
this item.
C-10. The cooperative special education director should be 
expected to develop a system of evaluation and supervision for all spe­
cial education personnel. Directors were most positive in their 
responses and received strong support from superintendents and teachers.
C-ll. Special education teachers responded most positively as 
to the degree to which cooperative special education directors should 
assure that consulting services (e.g., psychiatric, pediatric- 
neurological) were available to the district upon request. Teachers 
felt that the cooperative director always should accept this responsi­
bility while superintendents and directors felt that the cooperative 
director probably should accept this responsibility.
C-12. Special education teachers were in disagreement with the 
superintendents and special education directors regarding whether or not
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the cooperative special education director should establish schedules 
for special education personnel whose services are utilized by more than 
one school (e.g., speech pathologist, school psychologist). Teachers 
felt that the cooperative directors may or may not accept this responsi­
bility while superintendents and directors felt that the cooperative 
director probably should assume this responsibility. This expectation 
suggests that perhaps teachers felt that they share, or building princi­
pals share, the responsibility to develop a flexible schedule for itin­
erant personnel to fit the teacher or client needs. The local coopera­
tive directorsmay have to assess their own situations in the cooperative 
before deciding a course of action on this issue. Significant statisti­
cal variance occurred in this item.
C-13. The cooperative special education director probably should 
assure that all special education programs can be adapted to the individ­
ual needs of the students. Directors were most positive in their 
responses to this situation while teachers were less positive.
C-14. Special education directors were more positive in their 
responses to the situation regarding the degree to which cooperative 
special education directors should assure that all necessary pupil 
accounting and records are established and maintained according to regu­
lations. Directors felt that the cooperative director always should 
assume this responsibility while superintendents and teachers felt that 
the cooperative director probably should assume this responsibility.
C-15. The cooperative special education director probably 
should act as a liaison between the superintendent and the offices of 
federal, state, county, and city government regarding special education.
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C-16. There was consistent agreement as to the degree to which 
the cooperative special education director should assure the distribu­
tion of all special education information and materials to be used by 
administrators, teachers, pupils, and guidance personnel. The three 
groups felt that the cooperative director probably should accept this 
responsibility.
C-17. The cooperative special education director always should 
be involved when a district hires special education personnel. Special 
education directors were very positive in their reaction to this situa­
tion. Superintendents felt that the cooperative director probably should 
be involved in this task. Teachers, although not as positive in their 
response as directors, felt that the cooperative director always should 
take part in this task. Local cooperative directors may have to assess 
their own situations in deciding a course of action on this issue.
C-18. Special education teachers and school superintendents 
were quite positive in their responses to what degree they felt the 
cooperative special education director should vigorously pursue all 
sources of special education revenue. Both groups felt that the cooper­
ative director always should assume this responsibility while directors 
felt that the cooperative director probably should assume this respon­
sibility.
C-19. The cooperative special education director may or may not 
coordinate all special education student transportation. This is an 
issue which is becoming very important to school districts and one which 
state legislative members will be dealing with during the 1979 sessions. 
The respondents indicated that there is not a definite policy regarding
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the responsibility for special education transportation coordination.
C-20. The superintendents were very positive in their responses 
to whether or not the cooperative special education director should 
accept responsibility for implementing long-range plans for the special 
education program. Directors also responded very positively by indi­
cating that the cooperative director always should assume this responsi­
bility. Teachers were less positive in their responses and felt that 
the cooperative director probably should assume this responsibility. 
Directors should be aware that all teachers are not positive on this 
issue and should evaluate the local cooperative situation before elect­
ing a course of action. Significant statistical variation occurred in 
this item.
Limitations of the Study
It is the opinion of the writer that the analysis of the data 
collected supports the conclusions reached. However, there were limita­
tions to the study which the reader should recognize.
A limitation was the fact that only a sample of the school 
superintendents and special education teachers in North Dakota were 
asked to participate in the study. The study is limited by the typical 
limits of sampling procedures.
Another limitation was that the study was confined to the State 
of North Dakota. Conclusions and recommendations should also be con­
fined to North Dakota because of this limitation.
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Recommendations
The results of the writer's interpretation of the literature 
reviewed and analysis of the data collected lead to the following 
recommendations:
1. Additional research should be done on the position of coopera­
tive special education administrator in North Dakota and throughout the 
United States. Each of the twenty administrative situations in Section 
A of the questionnaire (see Appendix A) could be researched in much more 
depth. The situation listed in C-19, student transportation, is in par­
ticular need of more definitive direction. Conclusion C-12, establish­
ing schedules for itinerant personnel, is a situation of strong dis­
agreement. This situation needs to be further clarified through more 
extensive attention.
2. Cooperative boards must be aware of the wide range of expecta­
tions held for and the complex tasks of the cooperative director. The 
board must support the director with proper backing of decisions which 
the director makes. The board must also support the director by provid­
ing the position with a salary comparable to the far-ranging duties 
expected of the director.
3. Cooperative directors need to make a self-assessment of their 
utilization of time on the job. Review of research indicates they spend 
greater percentages of their time on ministerial tasks which are of 
lesser importance. More time needs to be spent in the area of super­
vision and coordination of instruction.
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4. Graduate school programs which presently offer programs and in- 
service seminars in special education administration should continually 
evaluate these programs to see if they are meeting the needs of prac­
ticing and future special education directors. The courses of study 
should be designed specifically for special education administration and 
not be merely an extension of existing general school administration 
programs. The courses of study should emphasize the development of 
theoretical perspectives related to social systems, teacher subculture, 
client control and management, organizational adaptations, maintenance 
of organizational stability, finance, and research techniques and inter­
pretation. This recommendation is based on the results of this study 
and related research reviewed in Chapter II.
5. The Department of Public Instruction in conjunction with insti­
tutions of higher education in North Dakota should consider a much more 
extensive service of seminars each year than is now presented to provide 
staff development activities for special education directors in the 
state and to assist them in meeting the certification renewal require­
ments .
6. The North Dakota Association of School Administrators and the 
Department of Public Instruction in North Dakota should consider a series 
of seminars which would bring regular school administrators and special 
education administrators together to provide both groups with an opportu­
nity to orient themselves to the role expectations of each group. It would 
seem sensible that the two administrative groups which work so closely 
together each should be fully aware of the expectations of the other.
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7. Graduate school programs which prepare general school administra­
tors but do not have provisions for special education administration 
training should make attempts to establish courses of study which will 
specifically meet the needs of future and practicing special education 
administrators. This recommendation is based on the results of this 
study and related research reviewed in Chapter II. The courses of study 
designed specifically for special education administration should empha­
size the development of theoretical perspectives related to social sys­
tems, teacher subculture, client control and management, organizational 
adaptations, maintenance of organizational stability, finance, and 
research techniques and interpretation.
8. Potential and active special education administrators need to 
make an honest self-assessment of their abilities and interests. They 
need to ask themselves if they have the capabilities to function in the 
multi-faceted position which demands flexibility from the administrator 
in meeting the variety of expectations held for the position. They need 
also to ask themselves if they possess the intellectual ability, person­
ality, and task-related characteristics required of the administrator in 
order to function effectively.
9. Boards in North Dakota, when hiring a cooperative special educa­
tion director, should emphasize personal characteristics of task- 
related characteristics, personality, and intellectual ability and 
should give less attention to social background and physical character­
istics. The Board should look for a person who possesses knowledge, 
understanding, and ability to handle administrative responsibilities in 
personnel, curriculum and instruction, finance, and research.
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10. Certification requirements for the cooperative special educa­
tion administrator in North Dakota should be reviewed. The raising of 
these standards should receive serious consideration from the following 
standpoints. First, special education administrators should have a min­
imum of at least a Masters Degree in Educational Administration. Second, 
the special education administrator should have basic preparation in at 
least two areas of the special education field other than administration. 
Third, provisions should be considered which allow for continual 
professional growth and development through the use of workshops, in- 
service training, allowance for visitation travel to other special edu­
cation cooperatives throughout the United States, and sabbatical leaves 
of absence. It is strongly recommended that the special education 
administrator hold or be in the process of obtaining an advanced 
degree in special education administration. These recommendations are 
based on this study and the review of the research found in Chapter II.
As a result of this study, the writer concluded that the role 
expectations held for the cooperative special education administrator 
are demanding and wide-ranging in nature. The expectations can vary 
from one setting to another and, because of the rapid change which 
exists in special education at the present and into the predictable 
future, these expectations change from year to year. Because of this 
constant change and flexibility, it is essential that special education 
administrators be constantly reviewing, assessing, and updating their 
skills. It is also very important that much research in special educa­
tion administration be undertaken and published in the forthcoming 
years. This position is a rapidly growing one and important in the




QUESTIONNAIRE: COOPERATIVE SPECIAL EDUCATION DIRECTOR
Q U E S T I O N N A I R E
C O O P E R A T I V E  S P E C I A L  E D U C A T I O N  D I R E C T O R
SECTION A - Expectations for Performance
Listed below are seven performance characteristics which may be 
considered when selecting a cooperative special education director. Please 
rank these characteristics from 1 to 7 in their order of importance. Number 1 
would identify the characteristic you believe to be most important; number 2 
would Identify the characteristic you believe to be second in importance; and 
so on. Please rank a ll characteristics, using each number only once.
_  Curriculum and Instruction (development, evaluation, 
supervision, innovation)
___Finance (budgeting, accounting, revenue procurement)
_  Legislative Responsibility (competent in law; f a c i l i ­
tates successful contact with local, state, and federal 
legislative bodies)
_  Personnel (staff development, staff selection, staff 
supervision)
_  Public Relations (works with press, establishes good 
communications, knows coirmunity)
___Research and Continued Professional Study (informed of
trends, innovations, planning)
_  Superintendent Relationships (cooperative, knows proper 
role, builds working rapport with superintendents)
SECTION B - Expectations for Personal Characteristics
The following are six personal characteristics which may be considered 
when selecting a cooperative special education director. Please rank these 
characteristics from 1 to 6 in their order of importance. Number 1 would 
Identify the characteristic you_ believe to be most important; number 2 would 
Identify the characteristic you_ believe to be second in importance; and so 
on. Please rank a ll characteristics, using each nunber only once.
___Intellectual Ab ility (judgment, scholarship)
_  Personality (enthusiasm, confidence, objectivity, 
etc.)
___Physical Characteristics (age, appearance, energy level,
weight, health record, etc.)
___Social Background (education, social status, mobility,
etc.)
___Social Characteristics (tact, popularity. Interpersonal
sk il ls ,  etc.)
___Task-Related Characteristics (stability, flex ib ility ,
re liab ility , drive, etc.)
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SECTION C - Expectations for Administrative Situations
The following statements relate to your expectations of the coopera­
tive special education director in certain administrative situations. Please 
complete each statement by checking the one response yot[ feel i s  most correct. 
For example, i f  you feel the cooperative special education director may or 
ma  ̂not be present at student staffings, you would check that response, as 
*KowT7n item 1.
The Cooperative Special Education Director . . .
1 .  always should
__probably should
__ may or may not
__probably should not
__ never should
2.  always should
__probably should
__may or may not
_  probably should not 
__never should
3 . __always should
__probably shoul d
__ may or may not
_  probably should not 
__never should
4. __always should
_  probably should
__ may or may not
__probably should not
never should
accept responsibility for developing 
long-range plans for the special 
education program.
work with superintendents in organizing 
programs which provide for continuity.
serve as a consultant for curriculum 
development and revision.
serve as a consultant to special 
education departments in colleges and 




_nay or may net
_  probably should not 
_  never should
6. __alvays should
__probably should




















may or may not
__probably should not
never should
assure that the d istric t has a policy 
regarding a ll special education acti­
vity (e.g., screening, placement)
establish a channel of communication 
with all d istrict personnel who deal 
directly with the department.
assure that all d istric t schools tlat 
house special education pupils are 
following a ll established special 
education regulations.
plan building and district-wide 
special education staff meetings.
assume responsibility for the teaching- 
learning process in special education 
classes.
be expected to develop a system of 





The Cooperative Special Education Director . . .
11.  always should
_  probably should
__may or may not
_  probably should not 
__ never should
12. __alvays should
_  probably should 
_  may or may not
__probably should not
__ never should
13.  always should
_  probably should
_may or may not
_  probably should not 
never should
H .  alvays should
__probably should
_ may or may not
_  probably should not 
__ never should
15.  always should
__probably should




_  probably should 
_  may or may not 
_  probably should not 
__never should
T7. __alvays should
_  probably should
__ may or may not














__ may or may not
__probably should not
never should
assure that consulting-services 
(psychiatric, pediatrie-neurological, 
etc.) arc available to the d istric t 
upon request.
establish schedules for special educa­
tion personnel whose services are 
utilized by more than one school (e.g., 
speech pathologist, school psychologist).
assure that a ll special education 
programs can be adapted to the ind i­
vidual needs of students.
assure that a ll necessary pupil 
accounting and records are established 
and maintained according to regulations.
act as a liaison between the superin­
tendent and the offices of federal, 
state, county, and city government 
regarding special education.
assure the distribution of all special 
education information and materials to 
be used by administrators, teachers, 
pupils, parents, and guidance personnel.
be Involved when a d istric t hires 
special education personnel.
vigorously pursue all sources of 
special education revenue.
coordinate a ll special education student 
transportation.
accept responsibility for implementing 




INITIAL LETTERS TO THE SAMPLE POPULATION
THE UNIVERSITY OF NORTH DAKOTA 
Grand Forks 58202




We are presently conducting a statewide study in Special Education Admin­
istration. We are in need of your responses to our survey questionnaire 
to make the study complete. You are one of only thirty randomly select­
ed special education teachers in North Dakota who are invited to partici­
pate in this study. Your participation is important and will insure that 
the study can be completed. We would ask your cooperation in completing 
the questionnaire and returning it in the stamped self-addressed envelope 
as quickly as possible.
The study deals with the position of the cooperative special education 
director in the State of North Dakota. We will be looking at school 
superintendent and special education teacher expectations for the posi­
tion as well as the cooperative special education directors' expectations 
for their own position.
This study is part of a program for a doctoral degree in Educational 
Administration. It is also part of a larger effort to ascertain training 
and staff development requirements for certain personnel. The study is 
endorsed by the Department of Public Instruction and by the Educational 
Administration Program area; both desire the assistance your data will 
provide.
Since the questionnaire attempts anonymity, we need some way of being 
able to know who responded so that we can send feedback on the results of 
the study. Please use the enclosed self-addressed postcard to indicate 
to Mr. Duncan that you have responded. In this way, we will not know 
which questionnaire is yours but will know that you were one who did, in 
fact, respond.
We urge you to take ten minutes from your busy schedule to complete and 
return the questionnaire. If the moment is not convenient, please 
attempt to return it by April 15, 1978.
We certainly appreciate your willingness to cooperate in this study and 
thank you for your time and effort.
Sincerely,




POSTCARD WHICH PARTICIPANTS RETURNED TO THE AUTHOR
PLEASE SIGN YOUR NAME BELOW TO INDICATE YOU HAVE 
COMPLETED A QUESTIONNAIRE. RETURN THE CARD TO ME 
AND I WILL PROVIDE YOU WITH FEEDBACK FROM THE 




FOLLOW-UP POSTCARD TO SAMPLE POPULATION
THIS IS TO REMIND YOU THAT IF YOU HAVE NOT ALREADY 
COMPLETED AND SENT BACK THE QUESTIONNAIRE DEALING WITH 
THE SPECIAL EDUCATION DIRECTOR, PLEASE TAKE 10 MINUTES 
FROM YOUR BUSY SCHEDULE AND DO SO. YOUR RESPONSE IS 
OF EXTREME IMPORTANCE.
THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME.
SINCERELY,
/s/ Robert R. Duncan
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APPENDIX E
FIRST FOLLOW-UP LETTER TO SAMPLE POPULATION
THE UNIVERSITY OF NORTH DAKOTA
Grand Forks 58202




Recently we requested your assistance in a statewide study of the posi­
tion of the cooperative special education director in the State of 
North Dakota. We have not yet received a postcard indicating that you 
have completed the questionnaire so we are providing you with a second 
copy of the questionnaire. We urge you to complete the questionnaire 
and return it in the stamped, self-addressed envelope. Please sign and 
return the stamped, self-addressed postcard separately. This will tell 
us that you did fill out a questionnaire and it will insure that we send 
you feedback on the results of the study.
The response to our first mailing was outstanding. We sent our question­
naires to thirty randomly selected special education teachers and all 
twenty-two special education directors. To date, April 17, sixty-nine 
(84%) of those selected to participate in this study, have responded.
We are attempting to secure a 100% return from this very small sample 
because of the rigor of the statistical analysis chosen. Won't you 
please take the ten minutes now and fill out your copy? Please make 
every attempt to return it to the Bureau of Educational Research no 
later than April 21, 1978.
We thank you for your assistance on this study. Your cooperation is 
greatly appreciated.
Sincerely,
Robert R. Duncan 
Research Assistant
Richard L. Hill




SECOND FOLLOW-UP LETTER TO SAMPLE POPULATION
THE UNIVERSITY OF NORTH DAKOTA
Grand Forks 58202




Recently we requested your assistance in a statewide study of the posi­
tion of the Cooperative Special Education Director in the State of North 
Dakota. We have not yet received a postcard indicating that you have 
completed the questionnaire so we are providing you another copy of the 
questionnaire. We urge you to take ten minutes of your time and complete 
the questionnaire and return it in the stamped, self-addressed envelope. 
Please sign and return the stamped, self-addressed postcard separately. 
This will tell us that you did fill out a questionnaire and it will in­
sure that we send you feedback on the results of the study.
The response to our first and second mailing was outstanding. To date, 
April 27, seventy-seven (96%) of those selected to participate in this 
study have responded. Please make every attempt to return a completed 
questionnaire by May 3, 1978. Your responses are of extreme importance 
toward the completion of this study. We thank you for your assistance 
on this study.
Sincerely,
Robert R. Duncan 
Research Assistant
Sincerely,
Richard L. Hill 
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